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ABOUT THE SERIES 


This series addresses two trends: critical conversations in academic 
fields about nature, sustainability, globalization, and culture, includ- 
ing constructive engagements between researchers within the natu- 
ral, social, and human sciences; and intellectual and political con- 
versations among those in social movements and other nonacademic 
knowledge producers about alternative practices and socionatural 
worlds. The objective of the series is to establish a synergy between 
these theoretical and political developments in both academic and 
nonacademic arenas. This synergy is a sine qua non for new think- 
ing about the real promise of emergent ecologies. The series includes 
works that envision more lasting and just ways of being-in-place and 
being-in-networks with a diversity of humans and other living and 
nonliving beings. 

New Ecologies for the Twenty-First Century aims to promote a 
dialogue between those who are transforming the understanding of 
the relationship between nature and culture. The series revisits exist- 


ing fields such as environmental history, historical ecology, envi- 
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ronmental anthropology, ecological economics, and cultural and political 
ecology. It addresses emerging tendencies, such as the use of complexity 
theory to rethink a range of questions on the nature-culture axis. It also deals 
with epistemological and ontological concerns, in order to build bridges be- 
tween the various forms of knowing and ways of being that are embedded in 
the multiplicity of practices of social actors, worldwide. This series hopes to 
foster convergences among differently located actors and to provide a forum 
for authors and readers to widen the fields of theoretical inquiry, profes- 
sional practice, and social struggles that characterize the current environ- 


mental arena. 
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It all started with the milk. We heard Vermont farmers—paysans—were fighting 
against genetically modified milk. They'd heard about it, heard it was going to be ap- 
proved soon, and were fighting it. It’s a growth hormone, genetically modified, that 
makes cows produce more. All paysans know that more milk means the end. And so 
somewhere in 1993, some of us traveled to Vermont to talk to paysans there. When 
we came back, we decided to take up the issue of milk here and oh, did we make a 
ruckus [bordel]. Within just a few months, we had the milk banned Europe wide. 
— MARCEL BONITAIRE (personal communication, February 4, 1999) 


1 
Introduction 


Creating a New 
Rationality of Agriculture in 
a Postindustrial World 


And so it all began with overproduced, spilled milk. In the early 
1990s, small dairy farmers in France were dumping milk and pro- 
testing price drops linked to overproduction. At the same time, talk 
about genetically modified organisms (GMos) skittered through the 
international dairy world.' A new cmo was destined for the dairy in- 
dustry. A genetically modified hormone would be injected into cows 
worldwide, increasing production and benefiting large-scale farmers 
operating industrial dairies. News of the new milk poured through 
the union of self-identified paysans (peasants) from the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne, France’s second-largest agricultural union, composed 
mainly of smallholders. Many had read about cmos from agricultural 
newsletters that reported on farmers in Vermont and ecology groups 
trying to comprehend a new form of agricultural science, agricultural 
biotechnology. The paysans had even received a few e-mail messages 
via the union’s newly installed Internet connection at its national 
headquarters just outside Paris. 


In 1993 three members of the Confédération Paysanne left their vil- 
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lages (most never having left the country) to fly to central Vermont to do their 
homework. In return, local Vermont dairy farmers cheerily received the union 
members. The farmers offered information and warning about the economic 
pitfalls of the newly approved genetically modified milk. This milk, they ex- 
plained, is produced by cows injected with recombinant bovine growth hor- 
mone, called r-BGH. The idea of cm milk presented a dismaying prospect 
to dairy farmers already struggling to survive in an era of overproduction.’ 
Fortified with facts and figures, the small contingency of the Confédération 
Paysanne returned to France. Months after their return, they fought for and 
won an EU-wide ban on genetically modified milk that remains in place today. 
Not long after, they won the fight to label all Gmo products in Europe. 

Like the Confédération Paysanne, Vermont dairy farmers and activists 
led a campaign against emos. While their ultimate goal was to ban geneti- 
cally modified milk, their initial, more modest objective was to request that 
the product be labeled. After a two-year struggle during 1994 and 1995, the 
Vermont Supreme Court ruled in favor of the high-powered dairy lobby. Ac- 
cording to the courts, labeling requirements represented an infringement 
on corporations’ freedom of speech (Tokar 1999). While the U.S. Food and 
Drug Administration approved the milk in 1993, the Vermont Supreme Court 
set the stage fora de facto no-labeling policy for all Gmo products, and it re- 
mains in place to this day—uniquely in the United States.’ 


A Producer-Led, Anti-¢mMo Movement: 
Rediscovering the Confédération Paysanne 


I traveled to France to study the movement against GMos in early 1997. My 
original goal was to understand why France (unlike other European coun- 
tries such as Austria, Germany, or the United Kingdom) lacked an ecology 
movement strong enough to drive a successful mobilization. I was aware 
that Greenpeace France did organize a small direct action in which activists 
blocked cargo ships carrying genetically modified foodstuffs before they ar- 
rived in Normandy. However, this action garnered little publicity or popu- 
lar support. I had yet to imagine that French small-scale farmers, or small- 
holders, might share much in common (on a strategic and cultural level) 
with those in the Global South. Outside the Global North, producers such as 
peasant farmers (rather than consumers and ecologists) primarily spearhead 


movements against GMos.* As I would soon learn, the same would be true 
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in France. I had failed to remember the French farmers who traveled to Ver- 
mont just a few years before—and who, within months, had enjoyed such 
success in the European policymaking world. 

I was unaware that France, like the Global South, was home to a move- 
ment of peasant-identified farmers. Peasants, I thought, no longer existed 
in Europe. I knew that peasants in Britain were driven to near extinction 
as early as the fifteenth century because of the enclosures of the commons 
(Neesen 1993). I assumed incorrectly that French peasants had shared the 
same fate. While bucolic ideas of French peasants still abound in French mar- 
keting, film, and tourism, I thought that for centuries they primarily occu- 
pied the world of the French imaginary. Upon my first chance encounter with 
the Confédération Paysanne, I soon learned that the notion of the French 
peasant— although changed dramatically over time— was still very much 
alive. Beginning in the 1970s, a set of new paysan movements emerged in 
France, resisting the industrialization of agriculture that had gotten under 
way following World War II. 

Members of the Confédération Paysanne who traveled to Vermont in 1993 
were at that time already plugged into an international network of farmers 
and indigenous peoples in nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), many 
located in the Global South. These southern organizations, associated with 
biologist-activists such as Vandana Shiva and Devaru Nanjundaswamy of 
the Karnataka State Farmer’s union in India, had been discussing the Gmo 
question since the 1980s. They voiced concerns regarding the impending 
dominance of cmos in the international agricultural market. Word had it that 
companies planned to create patented emos in the form of seeds for a variety 
of commodity foodstuffs, beginning with milk. After targeting global staple 
crops, such as cotton, corn, canola, and soy, biotechnology companies would 
move on to create genetically modified versions of wheat and rice, perhaps 
the most crucial staple crops of all. The predictions of southern organizations 
proved true. In the 1980s, U.S. multinationals (¢.g., Monsanto and Novartis) 
bought small start-up companies developing genetically modified varieties 
of staple crops and prepared to commercialize these products within the next 
decade (Rabinow 1996). If all went well, by 1996 several staple crops would 
appear globally in the form of genetically modified seed and mos processed 
into foodstuffs (Shiva 1993a). 

Biotechnology companies won the right to patent genetically modified 


seeds in 1981, subsequently preventing farmers from saving or sharing seeds 
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purchased from these corporations (Shiva 1988). Farmers purchasing GM 
seeds from companies such as Monsanto are obliged to sign one-time use 
agreements that legally forbid them from saving or trading seed issued from 
GM plants. One-time use agreements break a centuries-old tradition in which 
farmers save, select, and share seeds gleaned from plants during harvest 
time. Seed saving is not just central to improving seeds and plants suitable 
for particular microclimates; it is also a crucial form of solidarity practiced 
among farmers who have collaborated, since the beginning of agriculture, 
to create site-specific crops for local communities in a spirit of mutualism, 
rather than private ownership. 

With the advent of one-time use agreements, many smallholders and 
ecologists pondered the global implications of multinationals inserting 
themselves into so many nodes of the agriculture production line—from 
milk, seeds, and inputs to trees, fish, and animals. Could agricultural bio- 
technology render all farmers, both big and small, dependent on the deci- 
sions, practices, and monopolizing tactics of multinational corporations? 
Biotechnology companies such as Monsanto and Novartis pledged that 
GMOs would increase production. Targeting large-scale industrial farmers 
as their primary market, biotechnology companies also promised that their 
products would lower farmers’ costs for herbicide and pesticide. This news 
fell on the dejected ears of international organizations of smallholders. They 
were already struggling to survive in an age of overproduction and price 
drops as peasant communities disappeared across the globe. 

The Confédération Paysanne offers a distinctive response to this post- 
industrial condition. At this historical juncture, industrial agriculture forced 
smallholders to devise novel strategies to maintain economic means and the 
meaning of their rural and agricultural ways of life. Instead of simply pro- 
moting alternative agricultural practices, such as organic or sustainable agri- 
culture (associated with movements in other countries), the Confédération 
Paysanne promotes a distinct rationality of agriculture that it calls Paysan 


Agriculture (agriculteur paysanne). 


Postindustrial Agriculture: A Useful Heuristic? 


The term postindustrial agriculture points to that which flows out of, but is 
distinct from, industrial agriculture. Postindustrial agriculture is both a con- 


sequence and an accompanying condition of industrial agriculture. Even 
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though it occupies the same temporal space, postindustrial agriculture is 
marked by its own distinct features. When most people think about a postin- 
dustrial condition, they conjure images of abandoned factory-neighborhoods 
left behind in cities such as Chicago or Detroit after industry pulled up its 
roots and moved to the Global South (Raymond 1998; Raymond and Bailey 
1997). Or they might envision workers in Malaysia laboring long hours for 
low pay in electronics factories in free-trade zones with few, if any, services 
or benefits. Few think “farmer” when they think “postindustrial.” But just as 
postindustrialization drives factory workers into a state of economic and cul- 
tural chaos, postindustrial agriculture also represents a set of challenges for 
farmers. Smallholders live in an era when industrial agriculture attempts to 
render their services obsolete. The mere existence of smallholders (and their 
requests for subsidies in the Global North) is considered a nuisance to farm- 
policy makers fostering the industrial model. 

It is useful to offer a brief, working definition of industrial agriculture. 
While the book cannot present a comprehensive picture of the industrial 
model, I offer a broad ten-point set of conditions of industrial agriculture. A 
useful caveat: single components of the ten-point set are not necessarily in- 
tegral to an industrial system. Rather, it is the grouping of the ten conditions 
of industrial agriculture —the ways in which they form a systemic gestalt — 


that endows industrial agriculture with its distinct function and effects. 


TEN CONDITIONS OF 
INDUSTRIAL AGRICULTURE 

1 Intensive farming methods: The concentration of many agricultural 
products (plant or animal) on a given area of land. 

2 Extensive farming methods: The production of agricultural products 
across large plots of land, often up to thousands of acres. 

3 Chemicalization of farming methods for increasing production: The 
use of synthetic and petroleum products for controlling weeds, pests, 
soil productivity (fertilizer), fungi, and so on. Since the 1960s, this 
model also promotes hybrid and genetic-breeding approaches to cre- 
ate “high-yield” seed varieties to be paired with chemical inputs. In the 
Global South hybrid seed and chemical packages are central to Green 
Revolution technologies which were introduced between 1940 and 
1970 by uN and other international agencies to enhance agricultural 


production. 
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4 Motorized and electronic technologies to increase the speed, produc- 
tivity, and circulation of agricultural products: The intensive reliance 
on motorized and electronic machines in plowing, harvesting, spraying, 
transporting, and so on. 

5 Monocropping: Replacing a previously diverse model of agricultural 
production with a model that favors the production of fewer cultivars 
across vast land areas. 

6 Subsidies and loans: Granted by government farm policies and private 
banks, most often to farmers who embrace the industrial features listed 
above. 

7 Production of “modern foods” (fast foods, pre-prepared foods, frozen 
foods, and processed foods): Often seen by many consumers as afford- 
able, convenient, and safe. 

8 Modern ideal of bigger farms with fewer farmers in rural areas: Often 
perceived by state bodies and corporations as cost-effective and effi- 
cient, relying on fewer workers to pay. 

9 Modern agricultural discourse promotes industrial model as universally 
beneficial and inherently progressive: Focus on food productivity and 
food security in a world in which overpopulation is a rationalizing force 
behind industrial productivism. 

10 An instrumental rationality informs practices related to industrial agri- 
culture: In general, a logic of efficiency, profitability, and productivity 


pervades discourses and practices related to the industrial model. 


Industrial agriculture has implications for the kind of agricultural product 
it yields, the amount of land an individual farmer will use, and the envi- 
ronmental and health effects of farming and food production. It also pro- 
motes a reliance on a petroleum-based economy for producing and circulat- 
ing agricultural goods while reducing the genetic biodiversity of cultivars. 
State and private bodies promote the industrial model through subsidies and 
loaning practices. Industrial agriculture subsequently reduces the number of 
farmers eligible to earn a living wage. The system is normalized by an on- 
going appeal to an instrumental rationality that promotes the model as mod- 
ern, progressive, and inevitable. The industrial model is primarily designed 
to enhance productivity while lowering production costs. Large-scale farms 
produce high yields (of fewer crops) by using chemicalized, motorized, and 
electronic farming methods. Farmers who are able to follow this model re- 
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ceive far more farm subsidies and bank loans than smallholders who either 
cannot or will not do so. 

Postindustrial agriculture is a set of social, cultural, and economic con- 
ditions that flows out of industrial agriculture — these conditions are neither 
preindustrial nor industrial. To speak of a postindustrial agricultural condi- 
tion highlights the historical and cultural specificity of the experiences of 
smallholders worldwide in both contesting and accommodating the indus- 
trial model. It also highlights the practices of industrial corporations in cre- 
ating their own postindustrial strategies, which include agricultural biotech- 
nology, while also appropriating and dominating markets of organic and 


so-called natural foods. 


TEN CONDITIONS OF 
POSTINDUSTRIAL AGRICULTURE 

1 Production of agricultural surpluses in staple crops (such as wheat and 
corn): The result of a subsidized, chemicalized, intensive, and Fordist 
method of industrial agricultural production. The production of sur- 
pluses is facilitated by un-driven agricultural policies that concentrated 
the world grain trade in the Global North, leaving peripheral nations in 
the Global South to engage in low-profit export-oriented cash cropping 
(Kasaba and Tabak 1995). 

2 “Dumping” of surpluses onto the agricultural economies of southern 
nations: Food materials not destined for the agro-foods industry and 
retail are sent to the Global South in the form of aid and cheap com- 
modity grains. After just a few dumps, a local agricultural economy in 
a village in the Global South can be destroyed indefinitely (Wise 2004). 
This creates a condition of postindustriality for smallholders struggling 
to survive in southern nations. 

3 Deregulation of prewar trade policies for increasing profits: Allows 
powerful institutions such as the United Nations and the World Trade 
Organization (wTO) to increasingly determine aid, trade, tariff, and im- 
port policies worldwide, eroding small-scale agriculture, particularly in 
the Global South. 

4 Agricultural biotechnology: Inserted into the industrial chemicalized, 
motorized, and monocrop model. 

5 A reduction of biodiversity due to monocropping and the replacement 


of regional cultivars around the world by multinational corporate seed 
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varieties: Local knowledges about the value and preparation of local 
varieties diminish along with a diverse local food supply. 

6 Government farm policies and loaning agencies edge smallholders 
out of farming markets: Rural zones become home to unemployed or 
underemployed rural dwellers who often relocate to cities. 

7 The industrial model creates foods often perceived by consumers as low 
quality, unsafe, and departing too far from so-called traditional farm 
products: Increased appetite for artisanal, organic, and traditional haute 
cuisine foods— particularly in wealthy nations; co-optation of alter- 
nate, organic, or local agriculture food discourses and practices by big 
industrial producers. 

8 Fewer farmers leads to neglected rural zones: “Multifunctionality dis- 
course” becomes a way for government agencies to discuss solutions to 
degraded rural zones regarded as hazardous to local economies, envi- 
ronments, and agro-tourism. 

9 Alter-globalization discourses: Promote grassroots organizations com- 
posed of peasants, women, the landless, indigenous peoples, the unem- 
ployed, and youth. The focus is on food sovereignty, rather than food 
security. Rather than frame the problem of landlessness and hunger in 
terms of overpopulation, alter-globalization groups emphasize prob- 
lems of political underrepresentation in nondemocratic state and pri- 
vate bodies. 

10 A solidarity-based rationality informs many aspects of postindustrial 
agriculture: The rise of international Ncos and grassroots movements 
composed of smallholders and indigenous peoples signals a collective 
fight for “people over profit,’ community self-determination, and a 


value of cultural fabrics over productivity and efficiency. 


At first glance, many of the postindustrial agricultural conditions appear to 
be integral to the industrial model. However, many represent the intended 
consequences of industrial agriculture. Supporters in the United States of 
the industrial model, for instance, hope for surpluses to emerge from in- 
dustrialized systems. These surpluses are needed to feed the agro-food in- 
dustry that use agricultural materials necessary for the production of pro- 
cessed, pre-packaged, frozen, and fast foods. Surpluses are also needed for 
aid-based organizations seeking to dump relatively inexpensive subsidized 


foods into the agricultural economies of poor southern nations (Vorley 2004; 
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McCullough, Pingali, and Stamoulis 2005). Of interest here is the synergism 
between agricultural surpluses, export agriculture, subsidy policies, and de- 
regulated trade practices. Together, these conditions of postindustrial agri- 
culture work together to complement and support the industrial model while 
disenfranchising smallholders around the world (Van den Ban 1999). 

In the Global North —and increasingly in the Global South —smallholders 
find it difficult to earn a livable wage by feeding a local or regional popula- 
tion. Instead, large-scale farmers around the world dominate the agricultural 
domain, working to feed the agro-foods complex and cash-cropping export 
industries (Pollan 2006, 93). Some large-scale farmers achieve degrees of 
wealth. Most, however, farm intensively and extensively as possible, hoping 
to maintain a middle-class lifestyle. Those few who head up agro-foods in- 
dustries, major food distributors, and agrochemical companies make the big- 
gest profits. 

Postindustrial agriculture is a global condition. It affects smallholders 
in both the Global North and South, albeit in different ways. In the Global 
North, smallholders such as those in the Confédération Paysanne navigate 
their way around the industrial system, trying to devise strategies to ratio- 
nalize their own existence. Southern smallholders face a far more dramatic 
scenario. For decades they have endured the long-lasting effects of land prac- 
tices associated with uN-generated development schemes, including the 
Green Revolution. As a result, southern smallholders struggle with prob- 
lems such as lack of access to tillable lands and waterways for subsistence 
farming (Kasaba and Tabak 1995). Those fortunate enough to have access to 
land for small market-oriented ventures face soil erosion and resistant weeds 
and pests. The problems are often the result of decades of Green Revolution 
technologies. 

Despite these difficulties, powerful institutions often appear disinterested 
in the plight of smallholders enduring the effects of industrial agriculture. 
Organizations such as the World Bank and the Gates Foundation still ac- 
tively promote the Millennium Development Goals. These goals were estab- 
lished by all uN member-states in 2000 with the aim of eradicating extreme 
poverty and hunger, establishing sustainable agriculture, and attending to 
the educational and health needs of peoples living in poor countries. Their 
central strategy has been to reduce the number of farmers engaged in food 
production. Southern smallholders are thus increasingly headed for landless- 
ness, hunger, and unemployment (Menzel and D’Aluisio 2006). The lucky 
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few who find wage-earning employment are often obliged to toil in urban 
industrial manufacturing sectors owned by multinationals. In these contexts, 
peasants are proletarianized, transformed into workers in an industrial sector 
that is often dehumanizing, dangerous, and exploitative. Postindustriality 
thus hits smallholders unevenly. While those in the Global North may receive 
limited subsidies and degrees of social welfare, southern peasants often face 
chronic poverty, landlessness, and starvation. 

Strikingly, northern smallholders in countries such as France stand in 
solidarity with southern farmers, attempting to build a movement that can 
create a viable postindustrial condition for smallholders everywhere. Move- 
ments to transcend the industrial model represent an effort to level the global 
agricultural playing field so that everyone gets a chance to farm, eat, and 
enjoy a dignified way of life. 


Postindustriality and the Appropriation of Industrial Alternatives 


The ubiquity of mass-produced factory-made food catalyzes a popular and 
romantic desire for niche markets in haute cuisine and artisanal, local, and 
organic foods. It also generates a desire for nonedible agricultural products 
such as “natural” cleaning products and clothing made of organic cotton 
or hemp. Many in this postindustrial desert wander hungrily through any 
quaint farmers’ market or natural grocery store, searching for an oasis that 
Michael Pollan calls “Supermarket Pastoral” (2006, 137). Between the 1960s 
and 1990s, many people disenfranchised by industrial society in the Global 
North turned to back-to-the land movements. Many became smallholders 
who produced organic goods for local markets. The entry of these neosmall- 
holders, however, did little to reverse the trend toward the reduction of the 
number of smallholders generally. There is no balance of power between 
large and small producers: disempowered organic smallholders still stand on 
the bottom rung of the economic food chain. Ironically, the idealistic organic 
smallholder of the 1960s to 1990s prepared a popular appetite for organic 
foods that is currently satisfied more cheaply by big corporations. Two mega 
corporations sell most of the fresh organic produce from California today 
(the state with the largest organic output) (Pollan 2006, 162). 

The story of organics in the United States is one of organics gone indus- 
trial. From 1998 to 2002, the U.S. Department of Agriculture put in place 
the National Organic Rule, which set standards for production methods as- 
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sociated with organic foods.” While some organic growers today fear that 
these standards will be lowered over time, others fear that raising govern- 
ment standards will render smallholders unable to afford the techniques and 
methods required for state certification. And yet other small organic growers 
eschew organic certification all together for economic and political reasons. 
Resisting government discipline, they forged terms such as postorganic and 
beyond organic, discursively establishing the legitimacy of their own non- 
certified organic foods. 

Meanwhile, nodes in the agro-foods complex (including supermarkets 
such as Whole Foods Market, Safeway, and Small Planet Foods) sell organic 
products issued by corporations such as Dole, Cascadian Farm, Greenways 
Organic, and Earthbound Farm. Produce generated by large-scale organic 
companies is often incorporated into pre-prepared and processed foods 
for time-conscious consumers. Earthbound, for example, sells precut car- 
rots packaged with single-serve containers of ranch dip dressing. Cascadian 
Farm (now a subsidiary of General Mills) produces organic frozen Tv din- 
ners. Other value-added organic foods include H. J. Heinz’s organic ketchup 
and PepsiCo’s Frito-Lay’s organic Tostitos and Sun Chips (Ganis 2002). 

One might think that organic smallholders might benefit dramatically 
from big business’s interest in organics. Yet while some small-scale producers 
do manage to stay afloat through direct sales at farmers’ markets, farm 
stands, and restaurant venues, most are barely able to make a viable living as 
farmers. Most agro-foods corporations and supermarkets buy produce from 
industrial-scale organics growers because their monocropping and exten- 
sive systems produce more of the same product in a shorter amount of time, 
which is necessary for freezing, processing, and shipping across wide dis- 
tances. In addition to posing a threat to organic smallholders who are unable 
to compete in the swelling organics market, industrial organics perpetuates 
existing environmental and health problems. Industrial organics means that 
fewer acres and bodies will be exposed to toxic chemicals, but these benefits 
cannot be offset by the fossil fuels, packaging, and resource-intensive opera- 
tions required to produce a limited variety of organic crops. In turn, these 
crops must be distributed by trucks across highways that span vast distances 
(Ganis 2002). Organics is one of the fastest-growing sectors in the agricul- 
tural world. Large-scale organics increasingly edges into the turf of organic 
smallholders. Organic farmers working on family farms, or in community- 


supported agriculture programs, continue to struggle to earn a living wage. 
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Meanwhile, as the popular craving for organic food is on the rise, cultural 
notions of food quality spur interest in haute cuisine and fine potables. While 
haute cuisine certainly predates industrial agriculture, there is a growing syn- 
ergism between mass-produced industrial food and its perceived opposite, 
the haute cuisine dish produced by the artisan chef. Ironically, the preva- 
lence of the former feeds consumer desire for the latter. Increasingly, worlds 
of organic food and haute cuisine collide at upscale restaurants where menus 
tout dishes containing organic or “local” ingredients. Those who built the 
organic movement in the 1960s could hardly have envisioned a food culture 
in which organic produce would be offered in venues other than vegetarian 
low-culture restaurants. Until the 1990s, organic food was largely associated 
with counterculture hippies occupying a separate epicurean universe from 
those engaged in upscale food enterprises. 

Yet another postindustrial irony: the same corporations that sell fast- 
flipped burgers in franchised outlets also offer beef bourguignon in their 
strings of five-star restaurants (Fantasia 2004). Corporations dominate both 
ends of a class-based food chain. While the wealthy dine on artisanal beef, 
the masses consume factory-farmed burgers. As the wealthy drown their 
culinary sorrows in a fine bottle of Côtes du Rhône, big business devours 


the food market generally. 


Postindustrial Multifunctionality: 
Accommodating and Contesting the System 


In recent decades, postindustrial smallholders in Europe have gone multi- 
functional. This means that many have adopted a plurality of coping strate- 
gies in the attempt to establish themselves as necessary entities in the rural 
world (Brouwer 2004). Many smallholders promote the popularity of farm- 
made, local, or organic foodstuffs using a sensibility associated with pre- 
industrial wholesomeness— while reifying so-called traditional agricultural 
practices and lifestyles. Again, only a fraction of these well-intentioned 
smallholders will earn a livable wage by signing on to multifunctionality 
schemes. 

Agro-tourism is another coping strategy adopted by smallholders 
throughout the Global North. Many smallholders now offer services ranging 
from wholesome-looking ice cream stands to petting zoos to country inns 


on the farm. Such agro-tourism strategies signal smallholders’ attempts to 
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establish a niche for themselves in the postindustrial agricultural landscape. 
In addition, European smallholders often receive subsidies for being environ- 
mental stewards in rural zones. Many engage in rural public works, includ- 
ing restoring heirloom rural roads, fences, fields, and buildings. Beautifying 
depopulated rural areas increases the visual appeal of otherwise degraded 
rural zones for the tourist industry. Smallholders in service to government- 
subsidized tourist industries thus become quaint symbols of an increasingly 
romanticized, Disney-fied, and culturally diminished rural world. 

Another condition of postindustrial agriculture constitutes what Foucault 
(1976) calls an explosion of discourses, a proliferation of popular narratives 
that represent a potent critique of industrial agriculture. These narratives 
represent the cultural effects of the industrial model. In this way, popular 
chatter about the quality of various food supplies is in itself a cultural prod- 
uct of the industrial agricultural system. For Anthony Giddens, this chat- 
ter could be called an example of reflexive modernity, a moment in which 
sets of societal actors stand back and gaze up at the industrialized movie 
screen of their modern lives, considering what they see (1981). Contempo- 
rary discourses about food safety or quality are instances of reflexive moder- 
nity. In the case of critical food discourse, actors driving and challenging 
the industrial model benefit from this moment of societal reflexivity. For ex- 
ample, government agents deploy critical food discourse about food safety 
and quality to bolster claims about the industrial model (Heller 2001a). To 
guarantee success, they promise to protect the safety and quality of indus- 
trial foods, creating and publicizing studies designed to reassure consumers 
of the viability of their food sources. When government agents make claims 
about food safety and quality, they tend to emphasize rigorous standards for 
ensuring that foodstuffs are free of potentially harmful contaminants such as 
bacteria. 

Disenfranchised smallholders also invoke discourses on food quality and 
safety. Yet, unlike government agents, they do not tend to highlight ques- 
tions of food contaminants. Instead they attempt to identify themselves with 
notions of traditional farming methods. In asserting themselves as authentic 
food experts, smallholders producing organic or local foods challenge the 
authority of corporations who make similar paternalistic claims about pro- 
tecting the food base. In this way terms such as safety and quality become 
flexible tools to wield in opposing directions to achieve disparate objectives. 


Popular discussions about obesity are another opportunity for actors on 
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both sides of the food debate to make claims about preserving food safety 
and quality. Smallholders and state bodies invoke discourses on diabetic, 
insulin-dependent, and sedentary bodies to support their claims about vari- 
ous food-production models. While powerful institutions appeal to bio- 
medical discourses related to diet, they also assert strategies for disciplin- 
ing the civic body through diet and exercise. Critics of the industrial model 
deploy discourses on alternative health practices while emphasizing the in- 
herent wholesomeness of nonindustrial foods to strengthen claims against 
the industrial model. In the United States and in Europe, too few actually 
make links between obesity and the U.S. farm bill or the European Com- 
mon Agricultural Policy. In my research, I have been unable to find popular 
articles in national newspapers or magazines that speak about how govern- 
ment agricultural policies shore up an agro-foods industry that churns out 
foodstuffs containing high contents of fat, salt, a range of food additives, 
and high-fructose corn syrup. In turn, few media outlets publicly discuss 
the fact that since the agro-foods industry began to gain power, the price 
of fresh produce or nonprocessed foods in general has risen dramatically. 
A farm bill that supports commodity corn growers ends up producing a lot 
of cheap corn that is incorporated into relatively inexpensive processed and 
fast food. Instead of pointing to state food policy, the popular media focuses 
on individual consumers who are blamed for eating too much and exercising 
too little. In addition to discourses on food quality and safety, another key 
illustration of postindustrial agriculture is agricultural biotechnology. Agri- 
cultural biotechnology is a method of producing seeds, plants, and animal 
injections that have been genetically engineered to possess particular traits 
deemed valuable by various producers. While this technology builds upon 
the industrial model, it departs from it as well. Agricultural biotechnology 
creates an agricultural product whose objective is related to, yet independent 
from, narratives about agricultural productivity. There is no data to suggest 
that GMos increase production generally. There is evidence — despite many 
corporations’ claims— that increased food production does not necessarily 
lead to an abatement of global hunger. Scientific consensus maintains that 
agricultural biotechnology allows large-scale farmers to save money on her- 
bicides, pesticides, and antifungal or antidisease inputs. Global hunger is well 
understood to result from wars and food policies associated with national 
governments and supranational trade bodies (Menzel and D’Aluisio 2006). 


Agricultural biotechnology is designed to increase profits of agro- 
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chemical companies. Biotechnology companies sell their patented packages 
of genetically modified seed only when paired with their own chemical in- 
puts. These seed and chemical kits oblige farmers to purchase the same brand 
of inputs such as herbicides, pesticides, and fungicides each year from the 
very companies that provide their patented genetically modified seed (Shiva 
1993b). U.S. agricultural biotechnology companies establish agro-chemicals 
and patented seeds as key sites for capital accumulation. In so doing, they 
join other entrepreneurial efforts to fill the economic crater in the United 
States associated with deindustrialization. The logic embedded in seed 
patents extends throughout the postindustrial food chain. The privatization 
of public water sources, for example, by multinationals is actively reshaping 
the agricultural landscape (Shiva 2002). Increasingly, potable water sources 
are bought and sold by private corporations. Rivers are diverted to provide 
services for relatively distant urban dwellers and consumers who can afford 
bottled water. Meanwhile, subsistence smallholders struggle to provide irri- 
gation for their own crops. 

As Foucault suggests, where there is domination, there is resistance. In- 
tegral to the postindustrial agricultural condition is the emergence of new 
alliances between heterogeneous sets of actors challenging industrial agri- 
culture and the social and ecological effects of the postindustrial condition. 
Since the 1970s we have seen a rise of both international and local grass- 
roots organizations resisting GMos, free trade, and a neoliberal system that 
exploits land, food, and natural resources as commodities. These groups do 
more than reject a system deemed damaging: they also promote a new kind 
of society. Groups like the Confédération Paysanne call for a new world 
built out of a different logic — one that is neither preindustrial nor industrial. 
During the past decade, many groups have rejected the term antiglobaliza- 
tion. Activists may see the term as too often associated with xenophobic and 
nationalist right-wing critics of globalization. Activists also dismiss the term 
because it suggests a mere rejection of globalization, rather than prompting 
a discussion of alternative modalities to the neoliberal model of global eco- 
nomic and political systems. In its stead, many seeking to build a new kind 
of world use the term alter-globakzation. It implies the idea of substantive 
alternatives to neoliberal globalization that could help restore ecological and 
social justice to the world. This book seeks to understand these movements, 
examining actors’ understandings of the problems and solutions associated 


with the postindustrial condition. 


15 


Chapter One 


The Relationship between Industrial and Postindustrial Agriculture 


In addressing the temporal dimension of postindustriality, we must recall 
that even though postindustrial agriculture chronologically follows the 
industrial approach, it neither fully negates nor replaces industrial agricul- 
ture. The industrial plantation model is enjoying robust success in both the 
Global North and South. Peppered throughout the global industrial model 
are sets of postindustrial smallholders, each attempting to establish a ratio- 
nality and means for their own existence. In turn, postindustriality is often a 
contemporary complement to industriality, sometimes even giving a boost 
to industrial agriculture. As mentioned earlier, industrial agriculture is cur- 
rently capturing and profiting from the alternative strategies of postindus- 
trial smallholders. For instance, retailers in the United States such as Whole 
Foods Market, Safeway, and Stop and Shop often highlight a few baskets con- 
taining foods promoted as local, organic, or artisanal. In so doing, they give 
consumers the impression that foods with low-petroleum global footprints 
constitute a significant component of the industrial organics enterprise. 
There is no single postindustrial agricultural condition. As Akhil Gupta 
(1998) points out, in the case of the postcolonial condition, there is no mono- 
lithic condition of postindustriality. The postindustrial condition is also 
actively reconfigured, appropriated, and resisted by sets of actors in site- 
specific cultural settings. For instance, in some cultural contexts, small- 
holders choose to discontinue farming, selling off or ceasing to rent small 
tracts of lands. Larger industrialized producers subsequently buy up these 
lands in order to become even more extensive. In other cases, smallholders 
continue farming despite the hardships. Each smallholder has his or her own 
way of enduring stress, poverty, and overwork in a degraded and depopu- 
lated rural sphere. Still others farm while simultaneously resisting the sys- 
tem. These actors join unions or farmers’ organizations that support their 
attempt to create a new rationality of agriculture that legitimizes and revital- 
izes new roles and practices of the smallholder. In turn, powerful institutions 
have varying responses to postindustriality. Some agro-chemical corpora- 
tions turn to agricultural biotechnology as a way to increase profits drawn 
from food-production systems. Other corporations appropriate alternatives 
produced by smallholders who are critical of the industrial model. And some 
firms move into what I refer to as the public perception industry, making 
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profits by hiring social scientists to monitor and shape consumer behavior 
related to discourses of so-called high-risk, safe, local, or quality foods. 

To speak of a postindustrial condition is to point to a milieu in which the 
industrial and that which flows from it meet. The dynamic matrix formed by 
this juncture engenders a terrain composed of heterogeneous sets of power- 
ful and disempowered actors, institutions, food-related discourses, land- 
scapes, foodstuffs, and bodies. To speak of a postindustrial agricultural con- 
dition is to articulate the overlapping cultures constituting a world in which 
actors promote, contest, appropriate, and accommodate both industrial and 


postindustrial agricultural conditions. 


Postindustrial Agriculture: The Confédération Paysanne 


Refusing to completely capitulate to the discipline of states, corporations, 
and supranational agencies such as the wro, the Confédération Paysanne’s 
strategy represents instances of both adaptation and refusal. Many individu- 
als within the union accommodate the dominant system in an attempt to 
survive economically. Some union members are willing to adopt a multi- 
functional role in the rural world, receiving humble subsidies to improve 
the aesthetic value of rural zones. Others directly confront the neoliberal 
farm policy that flourishes under late capitalism, asserting their right to pro- 
duce food. What is particularly striking about the members of the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne is that few adopt one narrow strategy. Most members simul- 
taneously accommodate and challenge the system of industrial agriculture 
that tyrannizes them. Equally remarkable is how the union questions the 
rationality underlying industrial capitalism itself (Wallerstein 1984). I use 
the union’s campaign against Gos as a lens through which to analyze the 
complex strategies the Confédération Paysanne deploys in order to achieve 
its goals. 

While consumer-driven movements tend to propel food controversies in 
the Global North, in France, producers take the lead. For instance, in the 
United Kingdom, Australia, the United States, Japan, and Northern Europe, 
ecology and consumer groups primarily direct controversies over food safety 
against mad cow disease, Æ. coli, and pesticide use. Many smallholders in the 
United States and Europe actively resist the industrial model. Yet they rarely 
possess the cultural clout to inform policymaking bodies. France is perhaps 
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the only country in the Global North where the fight is successfully led by 
producers rather than nonfarming citizens. 

French farmers historically constitute a politically conservative sector 
marked by an insular and parochial sensibility (Hervieu 1993). But due to 
an eclectic collision in the 1970s of antimilitarism, Gandhian philosophy, 
anarcho-syndicalism, and Catholic Marxism, the Confédération Paysanne 
grew from a series of new paysan movements that break with this conser- 
vative tendency. Members of the new paysan movements forged a new em- 
powering identity by redefining the pejorative term paysan —a term histori- 
cally associated with ideas of ignorance and backwardness. The new paysan 
movements redefined the paysan as a worker-identified smallholder standing 
in solidarity with other laborers around the world struggling to protect their 
livelihoods. For those active in these movements, agriculture was more than 
an economic activity. It was a culturally meaningful way of life. According 
to the new paysans, this life is threatened by industrial agriculture, which is 
perceived as a destructive set of practices embedded in a logic of instrumen- 
talism rather than solidarité (solidarity). 

The Confédération Paysanne was born out of a fusion of groups that 
comprised the new paysan movements. Since its inception in 1987, the Con- 
fédération Paysanne has indeed proven that there is no monolithic post- 
industrial condition. The Confédération Paysanne offers a distinctive in- 
stance of postindustrial agriculture. In the last decade, the Confédération 
Paysanne has developed a vision of agriculture that is central to a broader 
discourse on alter-globalization.* Alter-globalization represents an alter- 
nate rationality of industrial capital, based on a fusion of Gandhian phi- 
losophy and values of solidarity, internationalism, and quality of life for 
the world’s peoples, partly inspired by the peasant farmers in the Zapatista 
movement in Chiapas, Mexico. The Confédération Paysanne adopted the 
phrase coined by the Zapatistas, Another world is possible. As the phrase sug- 
gests, its proponents promote alternatives to the dominant industrial neo- 
liberal capitalist system. Alter-globalization activists reject neoliberal glob- 
alization based on a rationality of private accumulation, self-interest, and 
global capitalism. 

The Confédération Paysanne’s story can best be understood within the 
context of contemporary social movements actively displacing categories of 
modernity, progress, and development (Alvarez 2000; Escobar 2005, 344; 
Smith et al. 1997). The Confédération Paysanne, as well as its supporters and 
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allies, represent new sets of actors, identities, and discourses currently re- 
shaping how social scientists interpret the forces driving social and political 


resistance today. 


The Early Phase of the French Anti-cmMo Movement: 
A Debate about Risk 


When I arrived in France way back in March 1997, I found to my surprise that 
the anti-cmo debate had begun to gain a bit of momentum — being driven 
initially by French ecology and consumer groups that, despite their efforts, 
still failed to gain significant popular support. During this time, the con- 
troversy was framed in scientific terms, focusing primarily on the risks and 
benefits associated with the technology. The French debate about genetically 
modified foods did not yet include a discussion of what I called at the time 
“social issues,” such as farmers’ critiques of corporate control of agriculture. 

The first big story about this new discursive entity, now called cmos, was 
published the November before my arrival in an issue of Libération (France’s 
second-largest newspaper). On the cover was a photograph of an innocuous 
pile of soybeans sprawled under the caption “Alert au soja fou” (Watch out 
for mad soy) (Libération, November 27, 1996). During the next few months, 
newsstands in Paris were increasingly filled with articles covering the Gmo 
controversy. Of the many that I collected, one still stands out. The article 
appeared in a March edition of the popular science magazine Eureka (1997). 
On the cover was the double image of a pig with a yellow spiral swirling 
from the top of its head, suggesting a dizzy or crazed animal. The cover title 
read, “Agriculture: Has It Gone Mad? The Great Fear of Genetically Modi- 
fied Food” (1997). Most articles I collected during this period delivered the 
same discourse: GMos were either scientifically risky or misinterpreted as 
risky by an irrational public. While the pendulum swung from risky to not 
risky, all articles highlighted narratives about GMo-related risk. Such dis- 
cussions were in turn linked to recent food scares, such as mad cow, which 
had peaked in France in 1994. As promised, the Gos arriving in France (and 
throughout Europe) in the fall of 1996 were genetically modified versions of 
staple crops such as corn, soy, and canola. These crops constituted what the 
industry called the “first generation” of cmos, which offered two main types 
of resistant varieties that were primarily developed by U.S.-based corpora- 
tions during the 1980s and early 1990s. Bt crops, the first variety, are geneti- 
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cally modified to resist a particular beetle (a common agricultural pest).’ The 
other, known as the Round-Up Ready variety, is engineered to resist, or tol- 
erate, heavy doses of Monsanto’s popular herbicide Round-Up. Two issues 
were the focus of this popular controversy. First, GMOs provided benefits to 
farmers, rather than consumers. Second, a range of actors claimed that Bt 
and Round-Up Ready cmos presented a series of understudied environmen- 
tal and health risks. 

During this period, many science and industry agents with whom I spoke 
openly lamented the fact that the first generation of cmos had not appeared 
before the second. According to these actors, once French consumers under- 
stood the clear benefits of Mos, they would accept the new foods without 
hesitation. In order to divert attention from the risks associated with the first 
generation, French industry officials and scientists tried to generate excite- 
ment about the immanent release of the second. According to these actors, 
this yet-to-emerge generation of GMos would provide benefits to consumers, 
pleasing them with impressive results. It has been many years since 1997, and 
the second generation has yet to materialize. To date, there are no GMos on 
the market that offer improved taste or enhanced nutritional, pharmacologi- 
cal, or aesthetic value. Nor does it appear that a second generation will ap- 
pear at any time on the biotechnology horizon. 

But early in the French debate, the second generation remained in the 
minds of science and industry officials as an immanent inevitability. Conse- 
quently, many political and scientific leaders attributed public concern over 
GMOs to problems associated with a set of foods aimed at pleasing farmers 
rather than consumers. Many also linked popular concern regarding cmos 
to the media. For many science, industry, and political officials, it was the 
media that had overreported news about politicians’ concerns over GMos. 
In so doing, the media had unduly confused the masses. Indeed, the French 
government had made a series of contradictory decisions— widely publi- 
cized— in regard to the risks associated with three varieties of genetically 
modified Novartis corn (Heller 2002, 2004). The government’s confusion 
regarding these three varieties suggested a general ambivalence regarding 
cmos. Should France join the biotechnology race so as not to be surpassed 
by the United States? Or were GMOs just a trend? If the latter was true, why 
should the government unnecessarily upset various public constituencies, 
such as consumers’ groups? 


Here’s how the government’s ambivalence played itself out: First, Swiss- 
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based Novartis had enlisted a French science body, the Committée de Gé- 
nie Biomoleculaire (Committee on Biomolecular Genetics), to test the Bt 
corn. At stake was the scientific risk associated with one particular strain of 
Novartis corn that contained antibiotic resistance markers (used in produc- 
ing the Bt corn). The antibiotic resistance markers in turn raised public con- 
cern: if humans ate corn containing the antibiotic resistance markers, would 
they become resistant to antibiotics? Novartis had chosen the Committée 
de Génie Biomoleculaire due to France’s previous supportive stance in re- 
gard to the technology. As expected, the committee at once recommended 
the corn for approval. Next, Prime Minister Alain Juppé surprised every- 
one. In March of 1997, he rejected the committee’s approval. What is more, 
he banned all three varieties for cultivation on French soil, stating that they 
presented potential environmental risks. Finally, incoming Prime Minister 
Lionel Jospin spun the whole thing around again. He shocked everyone by 
overturning Juppé’s decision. Jospin’s move was all the more baffling because 
his Socialist Party had won the election partly due to its alliance with the 
French Green Party, which was purportedly against cmos. This display of 
governmental inconsistency created considerable commotion among those 
in ecology, farmers, and consumers’ organizations. Increasingly, they were 
growing critical of the technology. 

For me, all of this proved ethnographically fascinating. Actors on both 
sides of the controversy (activists, the media, and public officials) invoked 
narratives about scientific risk to bolster their particular claims about cmos. 
They focused on issues of antibiotic resistance, food allergenicity, and other 
risks such as gene flow or increased weed and pest resistance. While propo- 
nents downplayed risks, critics emphasized them. What they shared was a 
common language of risk. Risk discourse played (and continues to play) a 
potent role in the mo debate in France. The potency of scientific risk —a 
form of science hegemony — and the later power of counterhegemonic dis- 
courses that surface in this story are central to this book (Gramsci and Hoare 
1971; Laclau and Mouffe 1985). Risk discourse also plays a key role in Gmo 
debates around the world. As Raymond Williams suggests, language does 
not just reflect historical processes. Linguistic narratives also produce vari- 
ous social realities as actors invent new terms and transfer old terms into new 
domains (1976, 12). Williams’s notion of “keywords” is particularly useful 
in tracing the emergence of terms such as risk that emerge within specific 


historical junctures. Keywords such as risk function in semantic clusters 
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of interrelated words that emerge at particular times and in places through 
“networks of usage,” relying on each other to create new sets of meanings 
(Williams 1976, 9). In the case of the cmo debate in France, risk emerges as 
such a keyword, clustered together with other terms such as expert public, 
benefits, and progress. In my attempt to understand risk and other related key- 
words, I examine them in the context of networks of usage, and how particu- 


lar keywords reinforce and support others. 


Beyond Riskocentrism: 
The Confédération Paysanne Politicizes the Debate 


The Confédération Paysanne is one of the few organizations in the Global 
North to present a producer-oriented discourse on cmos. In addition, they 
are unique in advancing a position that is critical of emos from the start. 
From the beginning of their anti-cmo campaign, the union went beyond 
a “riskocentric” perspective by discussing social, political, and, economic 
problems associated with the technology. Since I first learned about the Con- 
fédération Paysanne in Vermont when teaching environmental philosophy 
and politics at the Institute for Social Ecology, I wanted to discover more 
about this union of radical self-identified paysans. Due to a happy accident, 
I bumped into the Confédération Paysanne in March 1997 at the Salon de 
lAgriculture—just days after my arrival in France. Despite overwhelming 
jet lag, I ambled over to the Salon de l’Agriculture, a rare and fascinating 
event not to be missed. The salon is France’s version of a world’s fair of agri- 
culture held annually for almost twenty years, just at the edge of Paris. Over 
four days the Salon de l’Agriculture celebrates the latest techniques, wares, 
and products of French agriculture. In addition, the salon offers up-to-date 
scientific displays of agro-technologies and endless booths staffed by vari- 
ous political, industrial, agricultural, ecology, and consumer organizations. 
Thousands of French citizens from all over the country — farmers and non- 
farmers— make their annual pilgrimage to the salon. Some wear suits and 
high heels to dine in makeshift cafés, sampling new wines, cheeses, and patés 
from various parts of the country. Others dress in jeans and pullover sweat- 
ers, leaning over the rails of prefab fences to dreamily gaze at the best of 
French livestock. All of this takes place inside an ultra-modern facility span- 
ning more than twenty buildings. 


That year, the salon’s central theme was cmos. In addition to a series of 
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conferences and workshops on the subject, a number of organizations dis- 
tributed pamphlets with their positions on the technology. I spent several 
days at the salon, gliding from booth to booth, collecting various organiza- 
tions’ GMO literature and chatting with organizational representatives. After 
only a few hours of data collecting, it was clear to me that the GMo narratives 
of various organizations focused on risk. For instance, the largest agricul- 
tural union of industrial farmers in France, the Fédération National des Syn- 
dicats Exploitants Agriculteurs (National Federation of Agricultural Holders 
Unions), featured a discussion of the risks and benefits of the technology. 
Organizations such as consumer or environmental tended to emphasize only 
the risks (not benefits) associated with the technology. These organizations 
mainly discussed cmo-related problems of food security or potential envi- 
ronmental hazards. 

Then I arrived at the Confédération Paysanne’s booth. Gazing upward at 
the union’s bright yellow banner dangling over the stall, I wondered whether 
this was the union I’d heard about in Vermont. Mary Agnes Fouchet, a na- 
tional representative for Confédération Paysanne working the union’s booth 
that day, welcomed me, handing me a leaflet discussing the union’s GMO 
policy. While the leaflet featured the usual list of cmo-related risks, it also 
located Mos within the broader context of industrial agriculture, discussing 
the potential social and economic impacts of emos on smallholders around 
the world. The tone of the writing was at once humanistic and solidaire 
(a truly untranslatable term akin to the English terms solidarity, solidarity 
based, and cooperative). Fouchet seemed more like a political activist than a 
union representative. Other union representatives, like those of the Fédéra- 
tion National des Syndicats Exploitants Agriculteurs (FNSEA), were dressed 
in pressed suits and skirts, while Fouchet wore jeans and a simple button- 
down plaid blouse. Within minutes of talking to Fouchet, I was thrilled to 
determine that the Confédération Paysanne was indeed the union that had 
traveled to the United States just three years earlier to learn about genetically 
modified milk. 

A few weeks after the Salon de l'Agriculture, I took the train to Etampes 
(seventy kilometers outside Paris) to spend the day with Fouchet, dining 
together in her friend’s delectable restaurant and touring the small farm she 
inherited from her father where she grew sugar beets, sunflowers, and ca- 
nola. As is the case with most interviews in this book, my discussions with 


Fouchet were conducted in French. The words of the people I speak with 
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are my own translation from French. Fouchet was the only adult child in 
her family (she has one younger brother and three younger sisters) who had 
chosen to take up the farming life. “If I hadn’t taken over my father’s and 
uncle’s fields, we would have had to sell them to a bigger farm,” she ex- 
plained. “I just couldn’t do that. I’d feel defeated” (personal communication, 
April 12, 1997). As is often the case, adult children of French small farmers 
are increasingly unable to assume financial responsibility for maintaining 
the farms of retired relatives, and they have to sell lands to large-scale pro- 
ducers, thus contributing to the overall disappearance of smallholders. 
When I asked her when she first heard about cmos, Fouchet explained 
that she had attended a meeting in 1995 at her local chamber of agriculture. In 
France, the national chamber of agriculture has representative and adminis- 
trative functions on the regional level. In France, agricultural policy is trans- 
lated into practice on the local level through the country’s many chambers of 
agriculture. It is common, for instance, for new agricultural policies or tech- 
niques to be introduced to farmers by their local chambers. Dominated by 
the FNsEA (which to this day occupies the majority of the chamber’s seats), 
the chamber of agriculture has for decades been oriented toward the promo- 
tion of industrial agriculture, or large-scale agri-business. It is in this context 


that Fouchet understood the potential implications of cmos: 


I knew right away at this meeting that GMos were not for paysans. They 
were just for the [FNsEA]. They were trying to get us all excited about GMos, 
saying that they’d help us save on chemical inputs, use less pesticide, for ex- 
ample. They said we’d save money. But no one was asking what the paysans 
really wanted. We were more concerned about problems of drought. . . . 
When there’s little rainfall, like this year, the large-scale farmers can afford 
to just dig down deeper and take all the water for themselves, which just 
worsens the water shortage. The large-scale farmers care only about them- 
selves. GMos are for the large-scale farmers; they are just more of the same 


mentality. (Personal communication, April 12, 1997) 


For Fouchet, cmos belonged to a “mentality” of large-scale agribusiness, an 
instrumental and individualistic way of thinking that focuses on reducing 
production costs and allegedly solving such problems as water shortage by 
promoting costly and consequently economically exclusive farming prac- 
tices. According to Fouchet, this mentality was based on a principle of self- 


interest for large-scale farmers who “cared only about themselves,” rather 
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than holding a principle of solidarité. After encountering Fouchet, I became 
even more interested in this union of paysan farmers that was to become the 
primary player in the debate to consistently promote a politicized rationality 
of GMos. 


Instrumental versus Solidarity-Based Rationalities of GMOs 


Throughout my attempt to understand this story, I have negotiated bound- 
aries between emic and etic, attempting to describe two contrasting ratio- 
nalities that surface in actors’ narratives.’ My goal has been to maintain both 
theoretical clarity and degrees of authenticity regarding the perceived reali- 
ties of actors on the ground. I point to a tension between two (often overlap- 
ping) worldviews: those presented by actors in the Confédération Paysanne 
(and other alter-globalization organizations) and those proposed by actors 
in powerful institutions, such as multinational corporations, science bodies, 
government agencies, and supranational agencies (e.g., the International 
Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization). Such 
agencies tend to advance an instrumental logic of efficiency, profitability, 
risk, and hierarchy. In contrast, groups such as the Confédération Paysanne 
often advance an alternate solidarity-based rationality linked to their con- 
cept of alter-globalization. 

The idea of risk —rather than notions of general harm or danger—has 
a special history in the West. The concept of risk first emerged as merchant 
capitalists determined whether or not to gamble on financing oceanic voy- 
ages of cargo ships. Eventually merchant capitalists appealed to statistics to 
calculate the chance of disaster (and ensuing financial loss) and began selling 
the first forms of insurance to shipmasters (Ewald 1991). Industrial capital- 
ists further developed notions and practices of statistics-based insurance- 
driven risk. Their objective was to calculate the chance that workers would 
lose limbs or die in industrial accidents. Thus the notion of gambling, chance, 
and statistical calculation form the foundation for the first insurance policies 
based on a worldview that measures human lives in terms of dollars. Over 
time, notions of potential or acceptable risk have become taken for granted. 
How many of us accept — without thinking — the assumption that life in con- 
temporary society is inevitably rife with sets of capital-driven dangers? We 
normalize these profit-driven dangers by calling them risks, seeing them as 
integral to the development of technology or economic progress. Whether 
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it’s the risk of dying in an automobile accident (in a flimsily built but afford- 
able car) or falling ill due to an industrial-driven pollutant, we tend to see 
these risks as unstoppable and necessary features of everyday life. 

It is not that various sectors of the public are unaware that corporations 
could dramatically improve safety and lessen the chances of harm to citi- 
zens (driving cars or breathing air, for example). The reality is that many ac- 
cept the fact that most corporations choose not to improve safety in order 
to lower the cost of production. Many inhabitants of industrial societies per- 
ceive corporations to be unchangeable and thus become docile and passive 
when facing those that place public health and environments in jeopardy. 
When citizens do take overt action against corporations, by demanding im- 
proved safety standards and so on, it is more the exception than the rule. The 
Confédération Paysanne’s alter-globalization discourse represents a diver- 
sion to this docile and passive trend to accept the instrumental logic that 
values profits over the well-being of peoples and natures. The union throws 
a wrench into the instrumental logic of risk discourse, refusing dehumaniz- 
ing notions of acceptable risk associated with cmos. Moreover, the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne rejects the calculative and rationalizing logic that normal- 
izes this way of viewing both human and nonhuman life. The Confédération 
Paysanne is attempting to redefine, reconfigure, and resist values and prac- 
tices associated not only with industrial-productivist agriculture but with 
instrumentalism itself. 

In searching for terminology to describe these two contrasting ratio- 
nalities, I found epistemological insight in the work of Murray Bookchin— 
insights that are in turn traceable to Max Weber’s concerns with the ratio- 
nalization of life, work, and religion. Even though he was a later theorist of 
modernity, Bookchin was an environmental and political philosopher con- 
cerned with forms of reason that have risen to prominence under late capi- 
talism. Bookchin’s work draws from Frankfurt School theorists such as Max 
Horkheimer (1947) to develop a theory of the individualizing and calculative 
rationality driving the culture of late capitalism. For Horkheimer there exists 
within the late-modern period a tension between subjective and objective 
reason (1947, 16). While the former addresses an individualistic, relativis- 
tic, and instrumental rationality concerned with market-based efficiency, the 
latter considers questions of ethical versus unethical, or just versus unjust. 
Elaborating on Horkheimer, Bookchin uses the terms instrumental and ethical 


reason to depict these two contrasting rationalities. 
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Drawing in turn from Bookchin and other theorists of modernity (Sayer 
1991), I use the term instrumental rationality to describe the market-driven 
calculative approach to agriculture that surfaced in actors’ agriculture- 
related narratives in the French debate. I have chosen, however, not to use 
Bookchin’s term ethical reason to distinguish between what is instrumental 
and what is social-ethical in content. Instead, I deploy the term rationality 
of solidarity to linguistically approximate the French meaning of solidarité, 
a concept that implies an untranslatable and unquantifiable humanistic con- 
cern with maintaining the integrity of social fabrics. By invoking rationali- 
ties of solidarity, I attempt to parse out the cooperative dimension of ethical 
concerns found in actors’ narratives in science policymaking forums (Levi- 
dow and Carr 1997, 2009; Wynne 1992). As sociologist Brian Wynne sug- 
gests, science policymaking forums often instrumentalize and individualize 
questions of solidarity-based ethics, emptying the concept of political and 
humanistic content. 

For example, in bioethics panels on GMos in the United States and Europe, 
the term ethical is often used to point to individuals’ particular religious con- 
cerns related to GMos. GMOs that might contain genes from pigs (or other 
animals) that violate kosher or halal criteria are often considered ethical 
issues. Other ethical considerations taken up by bioethics bodies are reli- 
gious concerns that GMOs represent man’s attempt to play God with nature. 
Yet other ethical questions focus on the right of individual consumers to 
know and choose what they are eating. Other experts in bioethics, such as 
James Dargie of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Na- 
tions, frame ethics in productive terms, asserting that world hunger repre- 
sents an ethical mandate to produce cmos. Such claims are undermined as 
Dargie (2001) himself admits there is no reliable data to assert that agricul- 
tural biotechnology generally enhances productivity — or that world hunger 
is caused by an overall problem of productivity. 

The term solidarity-based rationalities blurs the fabricated distinction be- 
tween economic and ethical issues in policymaking circles. The solidarity- 
based dimension of economic issues related to GMos often slips between the 
epistemological cracks of science and government bodies seeking to estab- 
lish legitimate categories for evaluating cmos. In my research of the French 
case, I found that actors’ economic narratives often included solidarity- 
based ethical judgments regarding the economic implications of cmos for 
peoples globally. For instance, while policymakers may categorize monetary 
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impacts of GMos on farmers in the Global South as economic issues (thus 
segregating them out of ethical discussions), I will define such economic 
concerns as solidarity-based issues, implying a humanist-ethical dimension 


surrounding the fates of peasants and indigenous actors in the Global South. 


Overlap and Contradiction: Instrumental and Solidaire Rationalities 


Instrumental and solidarity-based rationalities are useful heuristics for point- 
ing to the identifiable and contrasting styles of thinking that surface in the 
French cmo debate. However, it is worth noting that these rationalities are 
not mutually exclusive, and they do not correspond to neat economic cate- 
gories such as “capitalist” and “noncapitalist.” The two rationalities share 
areas of overlap. For instance, there is often a dimension of solidarity in dis- 
cussions of GMo-related risk, despite the instrumental origins of risk dis- 
course historically. Although risk discourse tends to reduce the GMo question 
to instrumental and calculative concerns, such as protecting corporate assets 
and images, actors’ discussions of GMo-related risk often reflect humani- 
tarian concerns regarding public health and environmental well-being. And 
just as there is often a solidarity side to instrumental rationalities of risk, 
there is an instrumental dimension to solidarity-based rationalities. For in- 
stance, the Confédération Paysanne appeals to solidarity-based notions 
when invoking the “precaution principle” (an international environmental 
principle that has become central to discourses on global risk management). 
In turn, actors in the Confédération Paysanne often adopt instrumentalized 
notions of agricultural quality that reduce food quality to technical terms to 
promote a solidarity-based model of agriculture. 

A key question about the relationship between these rationalities and 
capitalism by way of analogy: is an instrumental rationality to capitalism as a 
solidarity-based rationality is to a moral economy? In other words, is instru- 
mentalism an inherent feature of the capitalist system and of no other area 
of social life? And is solidarity a mark of an economic modality that lies out- 
side profit-driven capitalist markets? The answer is that it is not that simple. 
To begin, most capitalist activity is indeed marked by a logic of instrumen- 
talism. Many theorists of capitalism recognize the ways in which capitalism 
reduces peoples, natures, and things to commodities, emphasizing means 
over ends (Bookchin 1971; Wallerstein 1984; Sayer 1991). Capitalism entails 


the rationalization of human beings, subsuming all things under a calculus of 
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exchange value. However, while all capitalism is instrumental, not all instru- 
mental activity occurs within capitalist frameworks. An instrumental ratio- 
nality marked the human time line, allowing our species to use principles of 
efficiency and regularization to guide a range of technological endeavors. 
Such principles are perfectly suitable to projects such as architecture and 
agriculture and to the design of instruments that could be of great use within 
capitalist or noncapitalist societies. A cultural problem arises when a logic 
meant for bridge building, for instance, is extended to qualitative realms of 
everyday life, displacing a logic of sociality. 

Those familiar with anticapitalist revolutions that brought us societies 
such as the former Soviet Union, China, and Cuba are all too aware of how 
an instrumental rationality can be highly compatible with anticapitalist pur- 
suits. The atrocities of Stalin, for instance, which reduced people to things 
to be eliminated via massacre, is a harrowing instance of anticapitalism gone 
terribly instrumental. In so many cases, we can see how the means-ends 
thinking of any communist or socialist dictator of purportedly mutualistic 
societies can go terribly awry, using instrumental tactics to “efficiently” gov- 
ern, punish, and enforce social control. Just as instrumentality can thrive 
among the most anticapitalist, capitalist enterprises often exploit principles 
of human solidarity. Many megacorporations throughout the world invoke 
metaphors of sports teams and families to enhance genuine sentiments of be- 
longing and company loyalty among employees (Ong 1987). On Walmart’s 
website, under a subject heading titled “Diversity,” the site’s copy reads: “At 
Walmart, we believe that business wins when everyone matters, and that the 
true strength of diversity is unleashed when each associate is encouraged to 
reach their full potential. Diversity then becomes the foundation for an in- 
clusive, sustainable business that embraces and respects differences, develops 
our associates, serves our customers, partners with our communities and builds 
upon an inclusive supplier base” (emphasis mine). The narrative becomes 
striking when one takes note that Walmart has generated decades-long scan- 
dals related to their union prevention, workplace sexism, and generally low 
salaries and poor working conditions. By clustering together keywords such 
as everyone matters, full potential, inclusive, sustainable, respect, partners, and 
communities, marketing agents mimic a rationality of solidarity they know 
people in local communities favor. 

As seen in the Walmart case, solidarity-based narratives can be quite com- 


patible with a procapitalist stance. While some members of progressive or- 
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ganizations do put forth an explicitly anticapitalist vision, many others do 
not identify as anticapitalist. While critiquing neoliberal forms of capital- 
ism, groups such as the Confédération Paysanne often promote capitalistic 
social democracies as part of their alter-globalization vision. Their objective 
is to re-empower individual states against supranational institutions, reorga- 
nizing the capitalist system in such a way that it more equitably meets the 
needs of citizens and environment (Gibson-Graham 2006). Of interest in 
this book is the encroachment of an instrumental market logic into cultural 
realms such as agriculture. Of note too is the way in which this logic eclipses 
a solidarity-based approach to food production. The prominence of instru- 
mental logics of investment and efficiency in communal and even familial 
contexts speaks of a broader cultural condition in which actors increasingly 
see themselves in market-driven terms. At stake here is the question of how 
an instrumental approach is ferried into nearly all realms of social and cul- 


tural life. 


When a Solidarity-Based Rationality of Agriculture Goes Public 


There is a dynamic tension between instrumental and solidarity-based ratio- 
nalities that circulates through the cmo debate in France. I trace the cul- 
tural forces that bring actors in the Confédération Paysanne to mute their 
solidarity-based rationalities of Mos from public forums (particularly in the 
first phase of the debate). I am also interested in exploring how and why — 
at particular times—actors publicly and successfully promote solidarity- 
based rationality of mos and of agriculture generally. In 1999 Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne’s solidarity-based rationality of Mos indeed went national. 
In 1997 the union’s fledgling anti-cmo campaign relied heavily on risk, in- 
voking the expertise of scientists to support claims against the technology. 
Subsequently, a series of events in August 1999 brought about a shift in 
the style and public receptivity of the Confédération Paysanne’s cmo dis- 
course. During the summer of 1999, José Bové had spearheaded a series of 
direct actions known as crop pulls. During such an event, a group of farmers 
and other activists enter a field containing cm plants. Sometimes, activists 
trounce through the fields, breaking plant stems as they go. At other crop 
pulls, activists collect garbage bags of cm plants, later dumping the bags 
deemed contaminants before the local police station. 


After a summer of crop pulls, the local judge of Bové’s district was fed up. 
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And this is why Bové and other members of the union got an unusually high 
sentence for participating in an anti-McDonald’s action that August. In this 
action Bové and three hundred activists symbolically dismantled a McDon- 
ald’s construction site in his town of Millau in southern France. While na- 
tional and international media depicted Bové as “destroying the building” 
(New York Times, xxx xx, 1999), the farmers themselves describe their actions 
in modest terms, admitting to prying off several tiles from the building’s roof 
in addition to toppling a McDonald’s construction sign. The majority of the 
day featured family-style picnics on the grounds of the building site while 
Bové and other farmers were interviewed by local press about the rather low- 
profile action. 

In addition to anti-emo activism, anti-McDonald’s actions constituted 
Bové’s second passion. This particular McDonald’s action was in retaliation 
against President Clinton and the wro. In an attempt to punish Europe for 
refusing imported U.S. hormone-treated beef, the United States placed a 
heavy surtax on such French exports as Roquefort cheese. As a producer of 
ewe’s milk (used in creating Roquefort), Bové and the other farmers decided 
to take symbolic action against Clinton and the wro, which had legitimized 
and administrated Clinton’s sanctions. After being arrested for the McDon- 
ald’s action and refusing bail, Bové remained in jail for three weeks, being 
catapulted to national and international stardom for taking a public stance 
against McDonald’s and ultimately against neoliberal forms of globalization. 
Suddenly renowned for the McDonald’s rather than the Gmo issue, Bové 
seized the opportunity to advance both causes. Through Bové’s discourse, 
GMOs became a symbol, like McDonald’s, of neoliberalism, a homogenized 
global culture, and the commodification of life and culture. 

In particular, cMos became a symbol of /a malbouffe, a slang term Bové 
uses that has been translated imperfectly into English as “junk food.” In his 
book that became a national best-seller in France, Bové describes la mal- 
bouffe as pointing to a food-related problem of culture and health. The 
text, Le monde n'est pas une marchandise: Des paysans contre la malbouffe 
(The world isn’t merchandise: Peasants against junk food) was translated 
into twenty-seven languages (the English title is The World Is Not for Sale: 
Farmers against Junk Food) and launched a publishing career for Bové that 
continues today. For Bové, GMos were yet another instance of the rational- 
ization of food, along with McDonald’s, hormones, and pesticides residues. 
As an instance of la malbouffe, GMos represent the reduction of food to a 
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culturally standardized and technically dangerous entity. In popularizing the 
term /a malbouffe, Bové expressed the solidarity-based, as well as technical 
or instrumental, dimensions of GMos as a scientific entity. GMOs no longer 
stood for a lofty product of science to be evaluated exclusively by scien- 
tists. They now symbolized food, agriculture, and culture, thus falling within 
the jurisdiction of paysan expertise. In bringing together issues of culture, 
health, quality, and safety, Bové synthesized an instrumental and solidarity- 
based rationality of food, agriculture, and science. 

After 1999, Bové’s alter-globalization discourse became quite palpable in 
the media. Bové’s overlapping identities—anti-cMmo and alter-globalization 
activist — allowed notions of globalization and cmos to be linked together in 
public consciousness. The broadening of the cmo debate beyond a problem 
of calculable risk to include wider issues of neoliberal globalization signaled 
a shift in the loci of expertise. For the first time in the debate, paysan farmers, 
as well as scientists, could speak with cultural authority about cmos. I trace 
the cultural forces that facilitated the public radicalization of the French emo 
debate. I examine the conditions through which actors began to speak pub- 
licly about cmos from a solidarity-based, rather than exclusively instrumen- 
tal, perspective. In pointing to the transformation of the debate in France, 
I refer to it as a broadening rather than as a complete shift. Confédération 
Paysanne’s articles on GMos after the events in 1999 still rely heavily on 
risk narratives. What is significant is the extent to which public discussion 
began to also include an alter-globalization perspective. The Confédération 
Paysanne did not put an end to risk discourse. Rather, it disrupted its pri- 
macy, destabilizing the discursive center of gravity that risk had exclusively 
enjoyed. 

It is also important to note the implicitness of the Confédération 
Paysanne’s discursive challenge. Throughout my research, I was continually 
struck by an absence among actors of what could be called discursive self- 
consciousness. Science hegemony induces degrees of conformity to particu- 
lar dominant discursive orders. Actors in the Confédération Paysanne were 
often unaware of both their reliance on risk discourses and the extent to 
which their solidarity-based rationalities of cmos displaced risk’s primacy 
in the public sphere. Nevertheless, actors’ discursive maneuvers, particularly 
those of Bové and the Confédération Paysanne, broadened understandings 
of what may count as expertise for technoscience practice and policymaking 


in debates about science in the future. 
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TOWARD A MULTISITED ETHNOGRAPHY 

In recent decades, those engaged in the anthropology of modernity have 
reconfigured the ethnographic site. Researchers have been conducting re- 
search in multiple locations, and among heterogeneous communities, with 
varying degrees of power. In such contexts, anthropologists have found that 
they must negotiate relationships in complex fields of power. Historically, 
anthropologists have studied down, which means examining the cultural 
practices of peoples who have less power than they. But since the 1980s, an- 
thropologists are increasingly studying up, exploring the cultural practices 
of peoples working within powerful institutions. Studying up allows anthro- 
pologists to convey the complexities of power as it circulates through re- 
gional, national, and international institutions (e.g., corporations, scientific 
laboratories, governmental agencies) as well as expert scientific institutions 
(Nader 1969). For ethnographers interested in contemporary local changes 
in culture and society, single-sited research can no longer be easily located 
in a world-system perspective (Marcus 1995; Tsing 2005). 

Anthropologists conducting dynamic multisited ethnographies, such as 
Aihwa Ong (1987), Rayna Rapp (1999), and Emily Martin (1994), have re- 
defined what counts asa field of research. Drawing from their works, I aim for 
a panoramic and simultaneous view of the French cmo debate. In this spirit, 
I also draw from Donna Haraway, whose notion of situated knowledges ac- 
knowledges that in order to know a thing, one must understand its history. 
For Haraway, objects of study are always embedded in particular locations 
within existing fields of power (Haraway 1991). I try to render transparent 
the heterogeneous networks of peoples, places, and things through which 
GMOs circulate. GMOs are never insular or universal scientific entities; they 
represent cultural objects, discourses, and practices that are always contextu- 
alized within specific social and political domains. Haraway’s insights about 
situated knowledge are tightly linked to discourses about the need for multi- 
sited ethnographies in world systems. To contextualize objects of inquiry 
that are inherently emergent, circuitous, and mercurial, one must follow ob- 
jects as they move in and across various societal arenas. The most richly 
situated knowledges arise from studies of the multiple contexts inhabited by 
those objects we seek to understand. 

During my first phase of research in 1997, I created a preliminary map of 
the Gmo controversy, identifying six sets of key actors playing a central role 
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in shaping the debate, including scientists, farmers, consumer groups, envi- 
ronmental groups, industry officials, and government agents. Over time, the 
same usual suspects began to reappear with increasing frequency at public 
conferences, television shows, and newspaper articles, making Paris seem 
like a relatively small town. There was indeed an identifiable yet small net- 
work of key actors and organizations, almost exclusively based in Paris, that 
gradually came into view as I made my way from forum to forum, quickly 
trying to follow a debate in the making. As I came to learn, it is indeed often 
a small number of highly active individuals (and institutions), rather than 
hoards or masses, that drive public debates or controversies. 

In my attempt to conceptualize the broader networks in which these 
individuals worked and functioned, I have drawn from the actor-network 
theory (ANT) developed by Bruno Latour (1983, 1988a, 1998), Michel Callon 
(1986b), and John Law (1987). For these theorists, heterogeneous association 
of actors (human and nonhuman) constitute the institutions, information 
flows, and tools that together form the sociopolitical field. Even though I in- 
voke these theorists, this ethnography is not a formal actor-network study. 
I draw from actor-network theory primarily to convey the webs of relation- 
ships that exist among the many actors, institutions, GMOs, and other non- 
human entities that animated the French debate. 

Over time, I came to understand cmos not as an isolatable scientific or 
commercial entity. Instead, I saw GMOs as an uneven and heterogeneous net- 
work of all of the people, organisms, tools, and policies that produced them 
in laboratories, marketed them throughout the world, forged policy about 
them in government buildings, and contested them in fields and streets. The 
network concept unbinds the ethnographic site, revealing it as a truly amor- 
phous, continually shifting, and borderless entity. For me, the idea of a net- 
work lifted the burden I would have carried had I actually thought I could 
convey the totality of a public debate. The more I studied the controversy, 
the more I understood that I would only be able to capture a small piece of 
a boundless entity. I knew that I was merely squinting out at a great jig- 
saw puzzle, one whose myriad shining pieces were continually repositioning 
themselves into increasingly baffling yet meaningful configurations. While 
the number of individuals actively constituting this jigsaw puzzle was rela- 
tively small, the number and scale of associated institutions proved to be 
quite overwhelming ethnographically. Instead of scattering myself too thin, 
I decided to focus primarily on two sets of actors in the broader Gmo net- 
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work: farmers from the Confédération Paysanne and scientists from the In- 
stitute National de Recherche Agricole (French National Institute of Agri- 
cultural Research). In addition, I focused my attention on key individual 
actors within consumer, environmental, industrial, and governmental set- 
tings. For the purposes of this book, however, I focus mainly on the Con- 
fédération Paysanne. Its story is rich, dynamic, and exceptional, so it stands 
out as a key narrative within the French Gmo network. 

During this period of French (and international agricultural policymak- 
ing), articulations among agriculture, global capital, and farm policy have 
come under tremendous public scrutiny. Recent agricultural scandals, such 
as mad cow disease, along with growing concerns among the French pub- 
lic regarding pesticide use, hormone-treated meat, and pollution, have cre- 
ated a climate in which the French public has begun raising questions about 
agriculture and food quality generally (Heller 2006). The Confédération 


Paysanne has been actively addressing these questions in an interesting way. 


PRIMARY SITE: THE CONFEDERATION PAYSANNE 

The Confédération Paysanne headquarters are in Bagnolet, a suburb 
minutes from Paris. At the headquarters, I conducted many formal inter- 
views with sadariers (staff members who are not paysans) and paysan repre- 
sentatives. I also attended organizational meetings, with a focus on follow- 
ing the working group compiling a report on cmos for the French Conseil 
Economique et Social (French Economic and Social Council). This latter 
project brought me into contact with a range of actors from industrial, gov- 
ernmental, and scientific bodies that were interviewed by the Confédération 
Paysanne working group composing the report. At the French Conseil Eco- 
nomique et Social I was able to observe some of the dynamics and tensions 
between Confédération Paysanne and the FNsEa farmers who serve on the 
council. 

I also attended many public conferences within Paris and villages outside 
the city, where Confédération Paysanne actors spoke publicly about cmos. 
In these forums I observed and compared the public discourse of Confédé- 
ration Paysanne with narratives attained through more private conversations 
with Confédération Paysanne actors. In addition, I spent many weekends 
visiting the farms and families of Confédération Paysanne farmers through- 
out the country who generously welcomed me into their homes, providing 
me with the opportunity to develop an appreciation for the concrete realities 
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of small farmers, the multiple stressors and commitments they bear in try- 
ing to maintain a paysan way of life. In rain, frost, and shine, I marched with 
the Confédération Paysanne during demonstrations in Paris that, in addi- 
tion to addressing GMos, took on issues ranging from Europe’s Politique 
Agricole Commune (Common Agricultural Policy) to the privatization of 
Third World water by the French-based multinational Vivendi. Attended by 
paysans from across the country, these demonstrations gave me insight into 
the different concerns and perspectives of actors in different geographical 
and agricultural zones. 

In the fall of 1999, Bové invited me to join a delegation of Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne activists on a ten-day excursion that went first to Washing- 
ton, D.C., to meet with farmers from the National Family Farm Coalition 
and then to the wro meetings in Seattle. This journey allowed me to witness 
Bové and Confédération Paysanne spokesperson Francois Dufour as they 
began to develop and negotiate a new and central position and discourse 


within an emerging alter-globalization movement. 


Conclusion 


The French case is more than a story of a group of activists challenging the 
primacy of science hegemony. It is also a story about how a solidarity-based 
rationality of agriculture—and of the world—gained ascendancy, shifting 
the discursive terrain to make it more conducive to actors’ articulating in 
public a broader and more complex appreciation of cmos. While the French 
case demystifies scientific expertise, it also celebrates emergent forms of 
knowledge, such as paysan savoir faire. In so doing, actors in this story are 
broadening understandings of what counts for expertise in debates about sci- 


ence, agriculture, and the global economy in years to come. 
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PART I 


Toward a New Rationality 


of Agriculture 


2 
The New Paysan Movements 


French Industrialized 
Agriculture and the Rise of the 
Postindustrial Paysan 


Not long after France adopted the industrial model, the nation faced 
overwhelming problems of agricultural overproduction. Increas- 
ingly, French and European agricultural policy disciplined small- 
holders into becoming what Foucault would call “docile bodies.” 
Paradoxically, just as France became a major agricultural power, the 
second-largest exporter in the world, it ceased to constitute a truly 
agrarian society (Hervieu 1996b). For the first time in French history, 
farmers became a professional minority. In response to this tech- 
nique of postindustrial governance, a series of new paysan move- 
ments emerged that attempted to reorder France’s agricultural system 
according to nonproductivist logic (Atkins and Bowler 2001). Cul- 
minating in the formation of the Confédération Paysanne, these new 
paysan movements represent the collective attempt of smallholders 
to address the reduction of the paysan as an expendable entity in the 
rural world. By establishing the paysan as a distinct cultural and po- 
litical identity, the new paysan movements built a cultural podium 
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from which to articulate a vital and creative critique of the industrial agri- 


cultural model. 


The First Transition: The Peasantification of France 


In France there is a tendency to regard the country’s agrarian past in mono- 
lithic terms, casting it as a timeless realm of peasants, pastures, morality, and 
natural order (Hervieu 1996a). This romantic view emerged, paradoxically, 
during the first major agricultural transition of the late nineteenth century, 
when France “peasantified” its rural world, emptying it of individuals not 
directly involved in the agricultural enterprise. During this period the rural 
world shifted from a richly varied domain with a continuous integration of 
agricultural, industrial, and artisanal zones to a primarily agricultural do- 
main (Lizet and Ravignant 1987). Unlike Britain, which divided its agricul- 
tural and industrial zones as early as the seventeenth century and moved in- 
dustry to urban centers, France chose a different model of rural development. 
As late as 1870, 80 percent of France’s national product was still produced 
in rural areas (Grantham 1980). The peasantification of France emerged out 
of a series of sociopolitical transformations that led France’s minister of the 
interior, Leon Gambetta, to restructure France’s rural areas. Political events 
gave rise to new political instabilities (Economie Rurale 1998). 

Economic disruptions occurred as Napoléon III introduced into France 
goods from an international market. This maneuver brought an influx of 
wool and textiles from Great Britain and the New World. On the agricultural 
front, a widespread locust infestation destroyed much of the grape harvest 
in the Midi region, devastating the wine economy for decades (Hervieu 1993, 
6). Attempting to stabilize the French economy, Gambetta created France’s 
first ministry of agriculture in 1881, initiating a process of technical mod- 
ernization and commercial protectionism. In addition, he established an in- 
ternal ministry of the peasantry, modeling it after the French ministry of 
colonial affairs. Gambetta hoped that the ministry of the peasantry would 
manage both territory and markets while also garnering the peasant vote in 
a teetering republic (Weber 1976). For Gambetta, the landowning peasantry 
represented a rural bourgeoisie that was instrumental for consolidating sup- 
port for the republic against monarchists. By forming this group into a class 
of proprietors, Gambetta sought to turn them into loyal republicans (Blanc 
1977). At the same time that he galvanized the support of landowning peas- 
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ants, Gambetta set in motion a rural exodus of landless peasantry. Along 
with landless peoples vanished a cultural realm forged by artisanal crafts- 
men working in domains of metallurgy and textiles. As thousands fled rural 
areas in search of work in industrial centers, France underwent a dramatic 
transformation in which rural zones were to be occupied primarily by land- 
owning peasants directly involved in agriculture — as well as a sector of poor 
peasants who would remain to cultivate land rented from rich landowners. 
For the next fifty years, France’s agricultural world became what Gam- 
betta had hoped for: a domain dominated by a rich land-owning class of 
grain producers constituting a politically and religiously conservative lobby. 
A population of smallholders did remain in rural zones, but only some of 
these largely poor farmers could afford to own even small plots of land for 
smallholder cultivation. The majority of smallholders rented farmlands from 
wealthy landowners. From this time forward, France’s rural world morphed 
into a bifurcated agricultural class structure. Smallholders were dominated 
by wealthy landowners as the French paysans and countryside were reimag- 
ined as idealistic and romantic fixtures in the national consciousness. Today, 
these ideas are still associated in France with notions of exalted, timeless, and 
rural “peasant virtues” (Hervieu 1993, 5). The notion of a static French peas- 
antry first instituted by Gambetta still enjoys a central place in the contem- 
porary national imagination. Ideas of the bon paysan are still associated with 
feelings of national responsibility for the relatively recent, and even more 


dramatic, disappearance of smallholders. 


The Second Transition and Les Trentes Glorieuses 


During the second transition of French agriculture, a series of events de- 
stabilized and reconfigured the image and structure of the rural world in 
France. The postwar demand for augmented agricultural production, the 
rise of mechanization, and the rise of a modernist agrarian youth movement 
came together to once again transform France’s agricultural and cultural 
landscape. The second major transition occurred during /es trentes glorieuses 
(the glorious thirty). The period that spanned from 1945 to 1975 represents a 
period of accelerated modernization that followed the end of World War II. 
Michel Débatisse (1963) refers to this transition as the révolution silencieuse 
(silent revolution), a set of technical, economic, social, and cultural transfor- 


mations that accompanied the reorganization of French agricultural policy. 
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According to Débatisse, the révolution silencieuse was tied to the construc- 
tion of Europe as well as to a European agricultural policy that strongly sup- 
ported large-scale industrial agribusiness. This shift in France must be placed 
in an international context associated with postwar policies such as the Mar- 
shall Plan. Developed by the United States after World War II, the Marshall 
Plan sought to rebuild a Western Europe that would be capable of fending 
off internal communism. Part of this plan was to design a European industri- 
alized agricultural sector ready to overproduce, export, and dominate agri- 
cultural economies in the Global South (McMichael 1995, xiii; Van den Ban 
1999). While satisfying its citizens and preventing unrest, the Marshall Plan’s 
agricultural policies sought to deter the spread of communism in the South- 
ern Hemisphere by creating and supporting capitalist food economies there. 

France was tightly integrated into a world system that embraced what 
Immanuel Wallerstein calls “developmentalism” (1991). For Wallerstein, de- 
velopmentalism is a process through which states were integrated into the 
Bretton Woods institutional complex (1991: 89). Countries throughout the 
Global North and South were encouraged to industrialize, modernize, and 
rationalize all forms of production, including agriculture. Theories extolling 
the virtues of the modernization process tended to downplay the transforma- 
tions that were occurring in agricultural and rural life (McMichael 1994; But- 
tel 2003). What is more, recent studies of late modernity increasingly under- 
stand the rural sphere as inevitably embedded in a global-industrial capitalist 
system. By failing to anticipate future impacts of modernization and indus- 
trialization on the rural sphere, powerful policymaking bodies paved the way 
for the rise of a rural resistance in years to come. 

During this transition toward modernization, powerful bodies such as 
the French ministry of agriculture and the media exercised a crucial dis- 
cursive maneuver central to the ongoing disciplining of the French farmer 
(McMichael 2000b). The idea of the romantic (and yet often pejorative) 
paysan is discursively displaced by a new identity: the modern profession- 
alized agriculteur (farmer-entrepreneur), also referred to as Ze chef de L'entre- 
prise (the chief of the enterprise). While the paysan worked within a village 
collectivity based on local domestic production and consumption, the mod- 
ern farmer is portrayed as an individual who directs farm activity toward an 
increasingly international market (Mendras 1984). Whereas the paysan used 


traditional nonindustrial farming techniques, the industrial farmer incorpo- 
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rates machines, chemicals, and equipment, many of which arrived from the 
United States. Through new linguistic, technical, and agri-policy practices, 
the French government discursively remodeled the ideal French farmer into 
a savvy, technologically oriented entrepreneur who would operate within 
a larger national and international agricultural economy. Coercing French 
farmers to adopt modern farming practices and identities, however, was 
not an easy task. Once again, the older lobby of large-scale grain producers 
tended to be culturally parochial when it came to viewing their profession as 
farmers. Even many moderate landowners and smallholders were wedded to 
an agricultural and rural system that tended to be religiously, politically, and 
technologically conservative (Pochon 1997, 28). 

During the glorious thirty a cultural response to modernization took 
place not only in rural zones but also throughout the country. This reaction 
assumes the form of a collective imaginary of the bon paysan that in turn 
drove a collective longing for what this loss represented —a romanticized 
world of work and order in tune with the cycles of nature. Rural dwellers and 
urbanites alike internalized this notion, regarding the French agrarian world 
as a separate and pure domain. Many believed this domain should remain 
distinct in custom and habit from the rest of the country (Hervieu 1993, 7). 

In the 1970s events such as the circulation of the Club of Rome’s The 
Limits of Growth: A Report on the Predicament of Mankind (1972) and the 
energy crisis in 1973 led Europeans to engage in a collective reappraisal of 
the industrialized West. Many writers, filmmakers, and cultural critics began 
to challenge Europe’s frenetic postwar drive for modernization (Boissevain 
1994). A renewed interest in French history, traditional sites and rituals, folk 
museums, and foods caused a commoditization of nostalgia, which culmi- 
nated in an explosion of a veritable “heritage industry” (Hewison 1987). A 
vibrant wing of this heritage industry is France’s popular cinematic endeav- 
ors that celebrate an idealized French rural past. In 1962, during the period 
leading up to the glorious thirty, French author Marcel Pagnol created the 
classic Jean de Florette. This wildly popular novel presents a rural France 
frozen in time, saturated with imagery of idealized village life and tradi- 
tional rural values. It was the basis for two films, Jean de Florette and Manon 
des sources (Manon of the Spring), both made in 1986 by Claude Berri. The 
second film again took up this romantic thread, invoking the innocence and 


wholesomeness of French countryside, personified by the character Manon. 
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This character symbolizes the idealized traditional French virgin from a time 
gone by. The popularity of more contemporary films by Yves Robert, such as 
My Father’s Glory and My Mother’s Castle (1990), speaks to the ongoing com- 
modification of French nostalgia that gained momentum during this third 
transition. A great irony of contemporary French romanticism is that at the 
precise moment that French (and international) publics celebrate an ideal- 
ized agrarian past, French agricultural policy takes decisive action to dra- 
matically transform France’s rural world. Within a matter of years, France 


dispossesses itself of most of its smallholders. 


The jac: Politicizing Farm Youths 


Crucial to transforming the paysan into the agriculteur was the emergence of 
another form of governance, the rise of a Catholic popular youth movement. 
This movement encouraged rural youths to pressure those of the older gen- 
eration to adopt new farming and business methods. A group of Jesuit priests 
formed the Jeunnesse Agricole Chrétienne (Jac) in 1929. This dynamic alli- 
ance between politically progressive religious clergy, agrarian youths, and 
Marxist intellectuals constituted both a formal member-based organization 
and a broader movement. While some youths were intensely engaged with 
running and participating in the organization for several years, others moved 
informally in and through the milieu created by the organization, experienc- 
ing the alliance as more of a social movement. The organization sought to 
provide rural youths with a new set of expectations for their own agricultural 
identities and practices. This distinctive organization blended religious and 
modernist ideologies to promote an industrial model of agricultural develop- 
ment among rural youths— the children of both wealthy and poorer farmers. 
This movement was the result of collaboration between Jesuit priests and 
the state-run Ecole Supérieure d’Agriculture d’Angers (Agricultural School 
of Angers) in central France (Chavagne 1988). What made the organization 
special in French history was its emergence outside traditional religious, 
union, or political forums. Even though it was autonomous from the Catho- 
lic Church, this youth-based organization appealed to traditional religious 
and familial values by promoting its modernist rural agenda. The group did 
break with the church’s traditional missionary style, but it still relied heavily 
on discourses of traditional Catholicism in its attempt to modernize agricul- 


tural and rural life. 
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The jac gave rise to a set of discourses that is intriguingly Janus-faced: 
while promoting an instrumental rationality of agriculture that valued pro- 
ductivism and entrepreneurship, it also promoted a solidaire rationality 
of agriculture. In the case of the latter, the group appealed to notions of 
humanism, mutualism, and internationalism, drawn both from Marxist dis- 
course and from more traditional Catholic values of brotherhood and col- 
lectivity. From within the seed of these two rationalities, two political ten- 
dencies sprang forth. While one leaned toward a more instrumental form of 
agricultural productivism, the another strived for a solidaire antiproductivist 
approach to agriculture that led in turn to the formation of the new paysan 


movements and the Confédération Paysanne. 


The jac: Promoting a Solidaire Rationality 


The jac thus blended Catholic and Marxist discourses to promote ideas of 
technological progress, human equality, and internationalism. By encourag- 
ing modern technology to be a vehicle through which to do “God’s work,” 
the leaders of this movement framed human labor as supporting the elevation 
of humanity itself. Even as they regarded many French rural traditions and 
values as parochial, jac members promoted farming as a modern profession. 
Youths began to challenge stereotypes of farmers as paysans, a romanticized 
and often pejorative term that had become synonymous with the idea of a 
plouc, roughly synonymous with country bumpkin, the stigmatizing term in 
the United States. Drawing from a missionary idiom, agrarian youths began 
to reframe the farmer as a righteous provider, feeding and uplifting his breth- 
ren while working the land (Launey 1983). The organization promoted a lit- 
eral reading of the biblical Genesis that established the farmer as an extension 
of God’s arm. Key leaders (many of whom were priests) also advanced a soli- 
daire rationality of agriculture by appealing to Marxist notions regarding the 
relationship among technology, progress, and social justice. 

Bernard Lambert was a member of the movement in his youth, later going 
on to cofound a new paysan movement. According to Lambert, moderniz- 
ing the family farm constituted a moral obligation that was linked to social 
justice. The idea of modern progress represented the chance for humanity to 
escape unnecessary toil and physical suffering (Chavagne 1988, 34). In addi- 
tion to providing a new identity for young people in rural areas, the Jac also 
provided new travel opportunities for agricultural youth. Whereas journey- 
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ing beyond one’s village or region was rare for many farm families, youth 
missionaries from the organization promoted the slogan “Voir, juger, agir” 
(See, judge, act), encouraging the idea of visiting other lands. Organization 
leaders presented travel as a modern virtue. Seeing other towns and villages 
was a way to compare and understand different worlds beyond one’s own 
rural vista. For the first time, young people of sixteen or seventeen ventured 
beyond their villages to attend organization gatherings and meet youths in 
other villages or even relatively far-off regions of the country (Duby and 
Wallon 1977, 26). 

By engaging with movement literature, these youths became familiar 
with a confrontational political sensibility, one that emphasized notions of 
human equality and social revolution. Notions of a dynamic and changing 
social movement flew in the face of traditional French discourse about rural 
peoples. Such discourses emphasized the idea of an unchangeable and eter- 
nal agrarian order and peasantry — notions that were popularized during the 
Third Republic. Through the jac rural youths were exposed to humanist 
thinkers such as Simone Weil, Jacques Maritain, and Emmanuel Mounier. In 
addition, they encountered the writings of Marx and other Leftist theorists 
traditionally associated in France with the urban world (Hervieu 1993). The 
Jac encouraged youths to see themselves as agents of social change. The or- 
ganization also provided forums in which they could speak for themselves, 
independent of clerical or scholarly intermediaries. Young people gradually 
challenged the static view of rural life, proposing the idea of a dynamic mod- 
ern rural world that is open to society. For many, the old rural world repre- 
sented a domain closed in on itself, separate from the rest of society. The 
organization’s central goal echoed later by the Confédération Paysanne) was 
to establish farmers as a sector continuous with the rest of society. Young 
people in the movement sought to be considered as full citizens, complete 
social and political members of society (Duby and Wallon 1977, 28). 

Following World War II, France industrialized its agricultural system, 
bringing into being a new set of practices that included investment in farm 
machinery and chemicalized agriculture. Taking the government’s lead, the 
jac encouraged rural youths to regard themselves as entrepreneurs in a capi- 
talist system integrated into an industrial economy. They increasingly pro- 
moted calculative cost-benefits logic. Organization leaders supported youths 
in studying business at local universities or by taking correspondence courses 


at public agricultural colleges. Such practices often engendered conflict be- 
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tween youths and an older agrarian generation unfamiliar with a modern 
business mentality. 

This shift to a more entrepreneurial mentality among these new rural 
youths was accompanied by a discursive shift as well. Rejecting the old- 
fashioned paysan, young people identified with the government’s agenda to 
see themselves as chef de l’entreprise. These terms, associated with profes- 
sionalism and investment capital, express a collective attempt to redefine the 
farmer as a part of a modern capitalist sector who is integrated into other 


entrepreneurial and professional domains (Parodi 1981). 


POSTWAR AGRICULTURAL UNIONIZING 

While the second transition ushered in the Jac, it also marked the begin- 
ning of a new era of agricultural unionizing. Increasingly, farmers’ unions 
began to play a major role in informing French agricultural policy. After 
1944, the minister of agriculture, Francois Tanguy-Prigent, restructured 
France’s agricultural unions. First, he dissolved La Corporation Paysanne 
(The Peasant Corporation), a farmers’ union that was a vestige of the Vichy 
regime —the French political body that collaborated with Nazi powers dur- 
ing the German occupation. In addition to being associated with the stig- 
matized Vichy regime, La Corporation Paysanne was also dominated by 
the conservative lobby of grain producers driven by the agricultural Right. 
Wanting to distance himself and the face of French agriculture from La Cor- 
poration Paysanne, Tanguy-Prigent welcomed the foundation of the Fédé- 
ration Nationale des Syndicats Exploitants Agriculteurs (FNSEA; National 
Federation of Agricultural Unions). The FNSEA was seen by the French pub- 
lic as an exemplary agricultural union created by farmers active in wartime 
resistance movements (Baron 1997, 5). Soon, the FNSEA was able to discredit 
La Corporation Paysanne by highlighting its shameful association with the 
Vichy regime. In so doing, the FNsEA subsequently became the sole recog- 
nized majoritarian farmers’ union in France. It was the only union recognized 
by major farming cooperatives and lending institutions such as the Crédit 
Agricole (Agricultural Credit) and Mutualité Agricole (Mutual of Agricul- 
ture) (Parodi 1981). Today the FNsea still remains the majoritarian and most 
powerful agricultural union in France, representing the primary opponent of 
the Confédération Paysanne. In 1957, the FNSEA created a youth wing of the 
union for farmers thirty-five and younger called the Confédération National 
des Jeunes Agriculteurs (cNja; National Confederation of Young Farmers). 
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Founded by members of the Jac, the cnja became the youth podium within 
the FNsEA. It is in the cnja that young farmers throughout France begin to 
promote their modernist and Leftist-progressive agenda. 

During the second transition, yet another form of governmentality 
emerged: the introduction of the first Lois D’Orientation Agricole (Agri- 
cultural Orientation Laws). In 1960 and 1962, French statesman and presi- 
dent Charles de Gaulle, along with the minister of agriculture, Edgar Pisani, 
implemented the Agricultural Orientation Laws to further fortify techniques 
of rural governance. As instances of what Foucault would call “knowl- 
edge power” (1976), these laws were linguistic interventions that built on 
the trend of disciplining and disenfranchizing the French smallholder. Pro- 
moting discourses of improving the efficiency and productivity of indus- 
trialized French agriculture, the Agricultural Orientation Laws reduced the 
number of agricultural workers, explicitly asserting the inferiority of small 
farms in terms of productivity. The Agricultural Orientation Laws provided 
heftier subsidies for large-scale growers while also encouraging greater spe- 
cialization in farm products and methods. France increased its production of 
raw materials tailored for its burgeoning agro-foods industry. As the size of 
farms grew, the numbers of farmers dropped dramatically. During the early 
1960s, unemployed agricultural workers began to leave rural areas for cities, 
such as Marseille and Paris, to find work in burgeoning automobile and elec- 
tronics industries (Parodi 1981). 

The creation of the Agricultural Orientation Laws also marks the begin- 
ning of a French agricultural era dominated by the FNsEa and the union that 
served as its youth wing (the cnja). From this time forward, these unions 
would be recognized as key stakeholders in designing and implementing 
French agricultural policy. In just a few years, these unions greatly informed 
policies made by the ministry of agriculture and played a key role in de- 
termining the educational and technical orientation of national agricultural 
universities. Through the support of these dominant industrial agricultural 
unions, French agricultural policy generally began to assume a productivist 
or industrial orientation. 

On the European level, agricultural governance had tremendous implica- 
tions for French agriculture, which furthered the near eradication of small- 
holders. In 1957 several European countries signed the Treaty of Rome, which 
established the Common Agricultural Policy (Politique Agricole Com- 


mune), whose primary purpose is to facilitate the circulation of agricultural 
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products throughout member-states and determine farm subsidy policy. Like 
the U.S. farm bill, the Common Agricultural Policy has the power to con- 
tour not only farm size and farm methods but also the very crops that will 
be grown on European soil. By the 1960s the Common Agricultural Policy 
had reconfigured French agriculture. As large-scale farmers began to receive 
larger subsidies and lower-interest loans, smallholders diminished to an in- 
creasingly vulnerable minority in the agricultural landscape, unable to com- 


pete on the European market. 


The Rise of the New Paysan Movements 


The third transition began in the 1970s, a time when many internal contra- 
dictions associated with the glorious thirty surfaced. In particular, there was 
a growing contradiction between production and overproduction associated 
with postindustrial agriculture. The modernist ideal of agricultural devel- 
opment was once synonymous solely with notions of increased production. 
Now the modernist objective is to manage overproduction associated with 
increased productivity in the postwar decades. 

It is worth noting that at this time the FNsEA contained members who 
were both general small farmers and members of the jac. Individuals within 
these groups struggled to make sense of their places within the larger pro- 
ductivist FNSEA. In particular, they sought to untangle contradictions asso- 
ciated with the Common Agricultural Policy, which promoted productivist 
large-scale farming. Out of these contradictions emerged the new paysan- 
identified movements. Above all, the third transition is characterized yet 
again by a dramatic drop in the number of remaining farmers. At the begin- 
ning of the twentieth century, half of the French population worked in agri- 
culture. By the close of World War II, a third of the population was engaged 
in farming. Just ten years later, in 1955, only a quarter of the French popula- 
tion occupied the agriculture sector, and in 1962, it was just a fifth. Over the 
next thirty years, between 1962 and 1992, the number of farmers plummeted 
to a mere 5 percent of the population. Today the number currently hovers 
around 2 percent of the population (Hervieu 1996a, 9). 

This latter period also sees an increasingly aging agricultural population. 
For every young person entering the profession each year, four farmers re- 
tire. Over one-third of all French farmers are older than fifty-five. And only 
half of French farmers today earn a wage that allows them to farm full time. 
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These remaining farmers are obliged to work part time in the industrial, re- 
tail, or service sectors. The productivity of French farms has also changed 
dramatically. In 1993, there were eight hundred thousand farms in France — 
an impressive number. But of those farms, only 20 percent produced two- 
thirds of the overall national production. In other words, a small number of 
large-scale farms produce most of France’s agricultural materials. 

In 1993, § percent of French farms (totaling more than 130 hectares) cul- 
tivated more than one-fourth of France’s Surface Agricole Utile (Utilized 
Agricultural Area) (Hervieu 1996a, 9). In France, since the 1960s, small- 
holders stimulate public debate about how the nation’s “surface agricole” — 
or agricultural areas—should be utilized. According to many small-scale 
farmers, French farmland should be distributed according to a logic of soli- 
darity rather than profit-driven productivity. Within a logic of solidarity, 
many small farms would democratize the “surface agricole.” As farms be- 
came larger and fewer, agriculture’s primary objective shifted. For the en- 
tirety of France’s agricultural history, the goal of farming was to produce 
foods for domestic consumption. But in a postindustrial agricultural condi- 
tion, farmers are called upon to supply food surpluses that serve as materi- 
als for the French agro-foods industry. In addition, postindustrial farmers 
(mainly smallholders) engage in multifunctional activities such as caretaking 
the countryside and protecting spaces deemed natural and cultural (e.g., 
country roads, streams, or centuries-old churches or walls) (Bodiguel 1975). 

All of these changes in agricultural scale, production methods, and sub- 
sidy and loan practices led to sets of internal contradictions within the 
FNSEA. By the 1970s, many smallholders who had come of age in the jac 
movement no longer felt a sense of unity with large-scale producers in the 
FNSEA. Increasingly, former Jac members such as a future key Confédé- 
ration Paysanne leader Guy Le Fur began to challenge union policies that 
they perceived as ignoring disparities of wealth between small- and large- 
scale farmers (Guy Le Fur, personal communication, October 27, 1999). The 
jac promised that the modernization of French agriculture would benefit all 
farmers. While some in the organization went on to establish large and viable 
modern farming enterprises, many smallholders were unable to follow this 
trajectory. Instead these farmers found themselves struggling to keep their 
small farms alive in the face of increasing debt to national lending agencies, 
and they were forced to sell off lands that had been in their families for cen- 
turies (Guy Le Fur, personal communication, April 9, 1999). 
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It was in this third transition that many smallholders began to interro- 
gate the révolution silencieuse that reconfigured the French agricultural 
landscape into one dominated by productivist ideology. Smallholders began 
to question modernist discourses of the large-scale agriculteur as well as 
French and European agricultural policy. When looking back on their years 
in the jac, many Confédération Paysanne members today often describe 
both positive and negative feelings. While some say that the organization 
opened young people to new people and experiences, others describe it as a 
propaganda machine that pushed rural youths toward modern farming ap- 
proaches, encouraging them to pressure their parents and grandparents to do 
so as well (Guy Le Fur, personal communication, April 11, 1999). The farmers 
who went on to found the Confédération Paysanne were smallholders within 
the FNsEA who were increasingly disenchanted by an industrial-modernist 
discourse on agriculture generally. They came to reject an agro-foods indus- 
try they perceived as imposing a new reorganization of labor and increasing 
debt. Consequently, they began to look elsewhere for a new analysis of and 
vision for agricultural life (Confédération Paysanne 1998, 3). 


BERNARD LAMBERT: THE RISE OF THE PEASANT WORKER 

During this period of interrogation, a former member of the jac, Bernard 
Lambert, began to articulate an antiproductivist discourse by criticizing the 
FNSEA for failing to address disparities of government subsidies, bank loans, 
and land distribution among small- and large-scale farmers (Chavagne 
1988). In 1970, Lambert published a pamphlet, “Les paysans dans la lutte 
des classes” (Peasants and class struggle), that articulated the links between 
capital, agri-business, and the predicament of newly self-identified paysans. 
In Lambert’s writings we see the beginnings of a new kind of Leftist paysan- 
identified discourse that laid the groundwork for the discourse from new 
paysan movements and the Confédération Paysanne that emerged in the 
mid-198os. In particular, Lambert clearly articulates the theme of the paysan 
as part of a broader international struggle of workers, both industrial and 
agricultural. In a pamphlet he wrote for the Confédération Paysanne in 1968, 
Lambert states, “A different international division of labor is indeed possible; 
it will involve industrial as well as agricultural products. The redistribution 
of wealth, work, and the fruits of our labor will be more rational under a so- 
cialist system . . . and this [system] will be neither just nor possible until it is 


global. All struggles against capitalism, regardless of their size, all lead to the 
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ultimate realization of this goal.” That same year, Lambert and other mem- 
bers of the FNSEA’s youth wing formed the paysan-based union Paysans- 
Travailleurs (Paysan-Workers). The Paysans-Travailleurs’s slogan, “La terre, 
outil de travail” (The land, our working tool), signals Lambert’s attempt to 
express solidarity with other workers’ movements that were burgeoning at 
the time. The cover of the Paysans-Travailleurs’ journal, Vent d’Ouest (West 
wind), in February 1970 read, “La terre notre outil, le lait, et tous nos pro- 
duits, notre revenu, voila ce que nous devons défender pour vivre” (The land 
is our tool, milk and all of our products are our revenue, thus we must pro- 
tect these things in order to live). In Paysans-Travailleurs actors redefined 
farming in Marxist terms, signaling a dramatic departure from the discourse 
associated with the Jac. Paysans-Travailleurs clearly flagged the emergence 
of a new kind of explicitly paysan identity, an attempt to reclaim and re- 
define the term, positing it against modernist terms promoted by the FNSEA 
such as exploitant (business operator) or chef de l’entreprise. Reclaiming the 
term paysan was a clear strategic move on the part of Lambert and Paysans- 
Travailleurs. By fusing notions of the paysan and the worker, the union re- 
defined the farmer as part of a larger workers’ struggle while also restoring 
value to the idea of the premodern paysan living and working independently 
of investment capital, a global market, and an agro-foods industry. Cen- 
tral to the agenda of the Paysans-Travailleurs was the idea of the paysan’s 
right to work. According to those in the Paysans-Travailleurs, paysans had 
a right to work as farmers that superseded the right to private property. In 
particular, members of Paysans-Travailleurs fought for a right to sufficient 
lands, earnings, and levels of production needed to sustain what they called 
the paysan way of life. 

In 1972, the year of a major strike over milk in France, the Paysans- 
Travailleurs formally broke with the youth wing of the FNsEa —and with 
the FNsEa itself. In so doing, the union claimed that there were irreconcil- 
able differences between the antiproductivist agenda of Paysans-Travailleurs 
and the industrial agricultural unions. It is worth noting that not all paysan- 
identified farmers broke with the industrial agricultural unions. Many indi- 
viduals continued to remain within the FNSEA, attempting to reform it from 
within by creating pressure groups such as Interpaysanne (Inter Peasants), 
an internal paysan pressure group. Fora time, such groups provided paysan- 
identified farmers within FNsEa a space for critical internal debate and dis- 


cussion. Ultimately, those working within pressure groups grew frustrated 
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by their efforts. Many were weary of fighting what they saw as a losing battle 
and joined the antiproductivist paysan unions that were steadily gaining 


force around the country. 


MAY 1968 TO THE LARZAC: TOWARD A NEW SOCIAL MOVEMENT 

The new paysan movements were strongly influenced by the events of 
May 1968, which brought together students, workers, and, ultimately, farmers 
with a potent critique of postwar capitalism (Confédération Paysanne 1997, 
72). In May 1968, France saw the biggest general strike the country had ever 
seen. The events began in Paris as students at Université de Nanterre (Nan- 
terre University) protested problems of overcrowding and neglected infra- 
structure. Protests also centered on questions of sensibility: by promoting 
a more solidaire or mutualistic rationality, students openly rejected a per- 
ceived hierarchical structure of the university system. As student protests 
unfolded, workers from across the country were inspired to join forces with 
students to contest unfair wages and working conditions. Industrial produc- 
tion throughout the country stood still for three weeks as trade union com- 
mittees occupied factories across the country. The entire town of Nantes in 
western France was governed by a trade union committee that negotiated 
terms of industrial and agricultural production. Farmers there were central to 
the May events in Nantes as they negotiated, for instance, the price of foods 
they had produced themselves. For a short time farmers had the autonomy 
to determine their own wages and the value of their products. 

Many in the Jac saw connections between their own struggles and those 
of the striking students and workers. From 1968 onward, a new kind of 
paysan-identified activism emerged that brought the new paysan movements 
together into a coalition with a variety of new actors, including workers, tra- 
ditional sheep farmers, antinuclear activists, and war resisters (Bové 2001). 

In 1973, Bernard Lambert (former member of jac) joined coalition-based 
movements such as the Larzac (named for the Causse du Larzac plateau), in 
southern France. The Larzac was a movement in which local sheep farmers 
resisted the French military’s plan to expand a military base. This enlarged 
military operation was to stand on farmland crucial to raising sheep for ewe’s 
milk — necessary for the production of Roquefort cheese (Bové 2000). It is 
worth noting that Roquefort cheese has controlled origin status, meaning 
that it derives its brand and value from the geological and meteorological 


features of a relatively small region of a rocky and arid plateau in southern 
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France. By increasing the base from three thousand to seventeen thousand 
hectares, the military threatened to destroy the Roquefort producers’ liveli- 
hoods. Desperate for support, Larzac smallholders did something they had 
never done before: these previously nonpolitical farmers asked for the assis- 
tance of actors (many of whom were nonfarmers) from outside their local 
agrarian world. They reached out to groups of radical young paysan farmers, 
such as Bernard Lambert and members of Paysans-Travailleurs. These actors 
were more than willing to support the Larzac farmers in their struggle. Slowly 
a coalition formed consisting of local sheep farmers, members of Paysans- 
Travailleurs, and machinists from a local watch factory. In addition, sets of 
politicized antiwar resisters joined the struggle. These actors were mainly 
conscientious objectors and army deserters who opposed France’s military 
policy during those years. Many of these antiwar activists were deeply af- 
fected by the events of May 1968 and felt generally disenfranchised from the 
French socioeconomic system that had since swung back in a conservative 
direction. Among these war resisters was José Bové, only seventeen years of 
age when he joined the Larzac struggle. 

At the height of the movement, a network of more than two hundred Lar- 
zac committees circulated throughout France as well as Germany and Great 
Britain. From the movement’s beginning, it was simply called the Larzac, 
and it continues to be referred to as such today. While resisting the govern- 
ment’s assertion that there would be no new construction on Larzac lands, 
the Larzac movement initiated a two-year project to build a sheep barn out 
of stone — on land designated fora military base — using collective construc- 
tion methods associated with the region’s history. This building project grew 
out of a network of an otherwise disparate group of actors: local farmers, 
paysans, factory workers, and antiwar resisters. 

In 1975 Larzac farmers encouraged the paysans from Paysans-Travailleurs 
and the antiwar resisters to take over empty farms not yet occupied by the 
army. As the people remained on the land, many transformed themselves 
into radical sheep farmers (Bové was one of them). These actors began to 
see protecting the production of ewe’s milk for Roquefort cheese as an act 
of political resistance to militarism and the dominance of industrial agricul- 
ture. These farmers illegally occupied and worked the sheep farms for five 
years. Finally, in 1980, the new Socialist government under President Mit- 
terrand succumbed to popular pressure and granted the farmers ownership 


of the land. To this day, most of the original antimilitary activists who occu- 
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pied the Larzac land still work there, producing ewe’s milk for Roquefort 
cheese (Bové 2001). This crosspollination of movements went both ways. As 
antiwar activists took up the struggles of small farmers, paysan farmers also 
joined the struggle against nuclear energy and militarism. From 1974 to 1980 
farmers in the new paysan movements joined antinuclear protests in Brit- 
tany, illustrating the links between capital, agri-business, and nuclear power 
(Bové 2001). 

The new paysan movements that led to the Confédération Paysanne con- 
stituted an eclectic mix of political and spiritual philosophies. Many French 
youths touched by 1968 were influenced by anarcho-syndicalist ideas asso- 
ciated with Peter Kropotkin, Michael Bakunin, and Pierre Proudhon. They 
were also influenced by the anarchists of the Spanish Civil War, many of 
whom immigrated to southern France after the war and joined the move- 
ment. These influences are significant because they point to a Leftist, but 
not solely Marxist, approach to social and political change. Although there 
was a distinct presence of labor and work discourse at this time, there was 
also something new emerging that surpassed a labor-centered model of 
organizing. 

As Nash (2005) suggests, social movements surface in diverse cultural 
settings as new actors invent novel expressions for their causes. These new 
alignments of actors assumed global proportions in subsequent decades 
as French paysans came to understand their struggle in increasingly inter- 
national terms. The new social movement associated with the Larzac was 
deeply antiauthoritarian, critiquing not just hierarchies of class but all forms 
of hierarchy. This eclectic movement included groups of disenfranchised 
students as well as unemployed youths who saw a bleak future for them- 
selves under the status quo (Aubineau 1997). Also special to this new French 
social movement was its reliance on a discourse of nonviolence. While the 
new paysan movements were first influenced largely by a blend of Catholi- 
cism and Marxist theory, their vision expanded during this time to synthesize 
strategies associated with new social movements in the United States, such as 
the civil rights, antiwar, and ecology movements. Many in the Larzac move- 
ment identified with the pacifist philosophy associated with Tolstoy, Gandhi, 
Martin Luther King Jr., and César Chavez (of the U.S.-based movement of 
Mexican farmworkers). 

The Larzac had a distinctively postindustrial sensibility. Each group 
within the movement shared a sense of disempowerment by the rapid indus- 
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trialization of the country. Some in the movement challenged the industri- 
alized agricultural sector. They saw it as ruinous to a robust rural way of life 
for French paysans. Unemployed and disenfranchised youths in the Larzac 
fought against a postindustrial French landscape. Having relocated much 
of its industrial infrastructure to the Global South (where labor is cheaper), 
France now presented a bleak future for rural and urban youths who could 
not even look to the industrial factory as a site in which to build an economic 


future for themselves and their families. 


FARM CRISES AND REORGANIZATION 
While the 1970s saw the emergence of exciting new political networks 
in France, it was also a decade dominated by a series of agricultural crises 
that intensified already existing tensions between small- and large-scale 
farmers. These crises enhanced a paysan-identified consciousness that de- 
manded rights to land and farm subsidies while critiquing an industrial and 
export-based agricultural system. The year 1976 was particularly hard on 
paysans. French wine growers faced price drops due to an influx of imports 
from Algeria and Italy brought about by postindustrial trade deregulation. 
Drought in the north and west of France plunged many small farmers into 
deep debt to agricultural cooperatives and national lending agencies, such 
as Crédit Agricole. At the peak of the crisis in 1978, a former member of 
the Jac, Jean Cadott, conducted a hunger strike against Crédit Agricole. In- 
voking the Gandhian tradition, Cadott mobilized hundreds of paysans in the 
Ancones region, which in turn led to the formation of a protest group called 
“Des paysans et la dette” (Farmers in debt) (Confédération Paysanne 1997, 
9). In 1980, French paysans confronted yet another crisis. Two farmers in the 
south of France had made a public complaint regarding their cooperative’s 
demand that they use banned hormone-based feed. In response, the con- 
sumers’ union called for a nationwide boycott of veal from France. Within 
eight days the price of the meat plummeted, devastating paysans for whom 
problems of overproduction had already led to severe price drops. 

Lambert and Paysans-Travailleurs played a key role in framing and ar- 
ticulating the struggle. In particular, Lambert was able to link the problem 
of hormone-based feed to a broader question of industrialized agriculture. In 
1981 Lambert wrote in a pamphlet called “Vent d’Ouest,” “Veal production 
is just one example; all intensive production follows the same schema.” The 


veal crisis represented a major turning point in the new paysan movements. 
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For the first time, paysans understood the potential impacts that consumer 
groups could have on the agricultural market. Increasingly, the new paysan 
movements would try to ally themselves with consumer groups by coordi- 
nating campaigns together and adopting consumer discourse on quality that 
would be taken up again by the Confédération Paysanne. 


LEAVING THE FNSEA: A NEW ERA OF ORGANIZING 

During this period of crisis, paysans who had remained within the FNSEA 
stepped up their contestation to the union’s policies. Tensions reached a cre- 
scendo in 1978 when the FNsEA expelled members of Interpaysanne, ac- 
cusing them of having an incompatible agenda. For many in the new paysan 
movements, the expulsion of Interpaysanne members crystallized the need 
to form a new majoritarian agricultural union outside the FNSEA. In June 
1981, local and regional Paysans-Travailleurs groups who had broken with 
the FNSEA came together to form the first national union of paysans, called 
the Confédération National des Syndicats Paysans (National Confederation 
of Paysan Unions). The next year they established a second paysan-based 
union, the Federation National des Syndicats Paysans (National Federation 
of Paysan Unions). By 1983 this new union represented a significant counter- 
power to the FNsEA, polling 15 percent of the seats in the chamber of agri- 
culture. 

For the founders of these new paysan unions, the FNSEA came to represent 
the symbol of industrial agriculture. For many, the FNSEA was an accomplice 
to the French and European subsidy apparatus. It was also perceived as in- 
tegral to the French agro-foods industry, industrially oriented cooperatives, 
export agriculture, and major lending institutions that deprive paysans of 
adequate capital to remain solvent (Confédération Paysanne 1997). In 1980, 
despite their differences, the two new national paysan unions joined forces 
with the FNSEA to contest the quota system for milk production across 
Europe. The quota system represented Europe’s attempt to resolve problems 
of overproduction that had been mounting since the mid-1970s. All three 
unions demanded an exemption for small-scale dairy farmers (those produc- 
ing less than one hundred thousand liters annually), asserting small farmers’ 
rights to production and requesting that the quotas be directed toward large- 
scale producers (Confédération Paysanne 1997, 7). Despite their efforts, the 
milk quotas of the 1980s led to a dramatic restructuring of the French dairy 


world. As members of the new paysan movements predicted, in just ten years 
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half of milk producers in France disappeared (Pochon 1997). By imposing 
production limits regardless of farm size, milk quotas devastated small dairy 
farms that depended exclusively on milk production for survival. Follow- 
ing the milk crisis, the new paysan movements focused on problems of land 
rights and investment capital (problems mainly related to farm size and 


scale), as well as on general problems associated with overproduction. 


THEORIZING THE NEW PAYSAN MOVEMENTS: POLITICAL ECOLOGY, 
SCIENCE STUDIES, AND SOCIAL MOVEMENT THEORY 

It is valuable to look at the rise of the new paysan movements through 
a theoretical lens. In particular, political ecology, science studies, and so- 
cial movement theory may enhance an understanding of the new paysan 
movements. These theoretical approaches are also central to understand- 
ing the Confédération Paysanne and other international movements. The 
first theoretical approach that I find central to this study is political ecology. 
As a subfield within anthropology, political ecology transfers nineteenth- 
century-based ecological thinking into a contemporary context (see Blaike 
and Brookfield 1987; Escobar 1996b; Leff 1995; Peet and Watts 1993, 1996; 
Raymond 1998; Raymond and Bailey 1997; Robbins 2004; Rocheleau 1995; 
Wolf 1972; Yapa 1996). Contemporary trends such as transnational capital, 
identity politics associated with new social movements, and rising awareness 
of ecological problems have created a need for innovative ways to contex- 
tualize ecology in an ever-changing cultural, political, and global landscape 
(Paulson and Gezon 2005). 

In France, groups such as the Larzac, the new paysan movements, and the 
Confédération Paysanne are not generally framed in ecological terms. The 
domesticated nature that constitutes agriculture worlds is what Neil Smith 
refers to as a “socialized nature” (1981). Ecological discourse that focuses 
on nature per se is not native to France. Instead, agrarian social movements 
are seen as struggles over land, work, and quality of life rather than disputes 
over nature. Despite the fact that actors in this study do not see themselves in 
ecological terms, the framework of political ecology is crucial to locating the 
struggles over land and agriculture in a transnational context (see Thomas- 
Slayter and Rocheleau 1995; Walker 2005). Political ecology encourages us 
to position social movements that emerge around agriculture within inter- 
national contexts of institutional power. In France we see how groups such 


as the Confédération Paysanne engage supranational agencies such as the 
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World Trade Organization, the World Bank, and the International Monetary 
Fund — as well as a host of nongovernmental organizations around the world 
(Robbins 2004). 

I draw from a specific trend within political ecology to interpret the events 
discussed here. Poststructuralist political ecology (see Escobar 1992, 1996a, 
1996b, 1998, 2002, 2005a) analyzes social interactions within rural zones by 
integrating a post-Marxist perspective with a poststructuralism informed 
by Foucault’s notions of discourse, power, and governmentality. By post- 
Marxist I mean that my analysis of paysans, for instance, extends beyond 
orthodox Marxism to understand how they negotiate forms of power that 
lie past centralized domains such as the state and capital. In this story power 
is a dispersed thing, circulating through networks that include civil society 
actors (such as paysans or consumer groups) as well as the rural spaces in 
which actors generate, contest, and accommodate conditions of everyday 
life. Poststructural political ecology owes much to Foucauldian-based dis- 
course theory. Drawing from this approach, I contextualize language and 
action within fields of political and economic power. I pay attention to the 
ways in which actors such as paysans or government officials construct their 
discourses about farming, cmos, and everyday life. Politicized discourse 
analysis provides critical insight into the collaborative worldviews of actors 
negotiating particular cultural and political terrains. 

In investigating the French case, I look to political ecologists such as 
Lakshman Yapa (1996), who demonstrates the discursive dimension of agri- 
cultural practices. According to Yapa, the Green Revolution, as a product of 
development discourse, promoted notions of “miracle seeds,” hybrid seeds 
that promised to dramatically increase productivity in the Global South and 
put an end to hunger. For Yapa, these seeds embody “the paradigms of de- 
velopment and the epistemology of poverty” (1996, 70), as well as the social 
relations of production embedded in the seeds’ production. Ina similar fash- 
ion, the genetically modified organisms that circulate through this book tell 
stories about the beliefs, values, and practices of the corporations, scientists, 
and farmers who produce them. Stories about cmos echo those of the Green 
Revolution. Actors are moved to see GMos as vital and central to agricultural 
development. 

For the political ecologist Dianne Rocheleau, rural spaces are always 
discursively inscribed with social relations (1995). As Rocheleau suggests, 


stru es Over agriculture are never purely conflicts over resources. In the 
truggl lt purely conflict In th 


59 


Chapter Two 


French case, paysans’ struggles for land are always deeply rooted in sets of 
cultural values about small-scale agricultural practice, social solidarity, and 
notions about how and when to engage with social movements or unions. 
The political ecologist Arturo Escobar (1996a) locates contemporary actors’ 
understandings of rural realities that can be contextualized within a post- 
industrial condition. For Escobar, paysans’ defense of cultural rights asso- 
ciated with traditional farming practices represents resistance to what Esco- 
bar calls the “eruption of the biological” (1998, 85). This explosion emerges 
at amoment of history in which capital and technoscience bodies target bio- 
logical realms such as agriculture (or biodiversity) as key sites for capital 
accumulation (Rabinow 1996). Escobar is particularly interested in explor- 
ing the discursive features of political ecology. In much of his work, he ex- 
amines how government and corporate bodies deploy discourses about rural 
zones that veil or normalize their agendas in order to discreetly marshal con- 
trol over resources, groups of peoples, and land areas. I examine how vari- 
ous actors frame their narratives about land and agriculture, always noting 
the ways in which particular sets of political, economic, and cultural com- 
mitments and priorities are embedded in actors’ discursive strategies. Dis- 
courses on sustainable agriculture provide a good example of the kind of 
discursive veiling that occurs as actors construct politically motivated nar- 
ratives about agriculture. For Escobar, discourses on sustainable agriculture 
conceal the desires of powerful institutions to sustain capital, rather than 
land areas engaged in particular forms of agriculture (1996a, 49). By produc- 
ing new ways to understand land areas as places needing-to-be-sustained, 
powerful institutions such as corporate and regulatory agencies normalize 
their own instrumental practices that are designed to protect the very land 
areas that they place in peril. 

I also glean insight into the French case by looking to the work of the 
political ecologist Enrique Leff (1995). His discussion of “alternative produc- 
tion rationalities” clarifies how communities engender locally specific mean- 
ings surrounding their own production practices. I draw on Leff’s insights 
as I examine the ways in which paysans and other smallholders construct 
alternative production rationalities—rationalities of solidarity — that jus- 
tify the existence of paysans in an industrial agricultural system that renders 
their work expendable. According to Leff, within every instance of produc- 
tion, agricultural or otherwise, there is a societal rationality at play. I hope 


to render these sets of rationalities transparent, revealing ways of seeing the 
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world that are always embedded in actors’ agricultural practices. I am drawn 
to a poststructural approach to political ecology because it is explicitly anti- 
essentialist. According to these theorists, there is no single universal under- 
standing of nature or agriculture, because each set of actors articulates its own 
meanings. Escobar’s idea of the “plurality of natures” is particularly useful as 
I navigate through the many different cultural understandings of land, rural 
spaces, and agriculture that surface in the French story (1996b, 4). According 
to Escobar, an antiessentialist approach is “a necessary condition for under- 
standing and radicalizing the field of contemporary social struggles over the 
biological and the cultural” (4). The plurality of notions of rural life among 
actors in this story are always embedded in social struggles over agriculture. 

A politically engaged science studies framework is central to understand- 
ing the peoples and things that constitute social movements (Woodhouse 
et al. 2002). One particular science studies approach, actor-network theory 
(ANT), is generally used to examine processes of technoscientific innova- 
tion. I find this framework useful in mapping the various entities that both 
produce and circulate through social movements generally. ANT is an episte- 
mological framework developed by Bruno Latour, Michele Callon, and John 
Law Gee Latour 1986, 1987, 1988a, 1988b, 1991; Callon 1986a, 1986b, 1987, 
1997; Law 1987, 1992; Law and Hassard 1999). Exclusive to this approach 
is its attempt to transcend the realist-constructivist binary by asserting that 
the world cannot be reduced to either real (material) or socially constructed 
Cultural) components of networks that constitute social movements. I look 
to ANT to shed light on the material and cultural artifacts that helped shape 
the struggle surrounding cmos in France. anT sheds light on the universe of 
organisms, tools, and other nonhuman entities that often present unantici- 
pated effects and consequences within social movements. ANT is unique in 
that it rests on a notion of symmetry — the idea that all networks are ani- 
mated in a mutualistic fashion by sets of both human and nonhuman actors. 
In this story, some nonhuman actors (actants) assume the form of inorganic 
tools, texts, technologies, and objects related to technoscience and agri- 
culture. Other actants may be organic in nature, such as genetically modi- 
fied cells, seeds, and plants that constitute GMos. Yet other actants in this 
study are particular foodstuffs, such as Roquefort cheese, which played a 
powerful role coproducing the series of events that led to the Confédération 
Paysanne’s rise to popular attention. The French cmo controversy could not 


have unfolded without the key actants that surfaced, often posing surprising 
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and inscrutable effects. These actants’ ambiguity and their ability to instill 
uncertainty into the hearts and minds of their antagonists helped make this 
whole story possible. 

Notions of actants and symmetry — central to ant — provide those who 
study social movements an alternative from the circular nature of social con- 
structivism (see Latour 1998). Social constructivism frees us from a deter- 
ministic and essentialist worldview, one that sees cultural phenomena as the 
effect of biological or historical law. Yet social constructivism has a short- 
coming. If we see all cultural phenomena as representing merely the effects 
of social action (activity driven by humans), then we confront the fallacy of 
circular reasoning: if social phenomena generate more social phenomena, 
how do we explain the heterogeneous and complex nature of social phe- 
nomena that lies beyond the realm of human action? The idea of symmetry 
allows us to bring discussions of social movements beyond social construc- 
tivism. By appealing to notions of symmetry, we look at how actants that lie 
(at least partially) outside human realms of control and determinacy affect 
the nature and outcome of social movements. 

There is thus symmetry between the farmer planting the genetically 
modified corn seed (the seed itself as well as the chemical inputs sold in a 
kitlike system along with that seed). The farmer, the cm seed, and the agro- 
chemicals, together, coproduce cm corn. Other sets of actors and actants in 
this symmetrical story include the science lab, the scientist, the corporation 
producing the seed, and the state bodies making policy about cmos. Also 
part of this social movement network are the paysans that contest GMos. 
ANT also rests on an appreciation of the inseparability of notions such as 
science and technology. The term technoscience is often invoked within ANT 
as a way to express the overlapping nature of scientific and technological 
enterprises. A GMO is constituted by scientists and laboratories, as well as 
by myriad technological instruments and microorganisms. GMOs constitute 
technoscientific entities. 

While ant has been criticized for being economistic and managerial 
(Singleton and Michael 1993), some also deem it apolitical (Star 1991). By 
attributing degrees of agency to nonhuman actants devoid of human re- 
sponsibility, critics assert that the framework supports a worldview based on 
ethical relativism. I will follow an argument by John Law that suggests that 
when human actors take action, they always act politically (Law 1992). While 


actants such as GMos or Roquefort cheese do not operate autonomously in 
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an ethical-political field, the human actors engaging with these actants are 
always doing so in a context of social hierarchy, inequality, and geopoliti- 
cal power. ANT helped me to pose a set of key ethnographic questions that 
are deeply political and ethical in nature. I do not ever suggest that geneti- 
cally modified seeds act alone. As this story clearly explains, all cmos are co- 
produced by human actors and nonhuman actants that always exist within 
fields of power. It is up to those who use anr to take a critical and political 
stance toward all of the actors and actants that flow through the networks 
they study. 

While anr is often criticized for being apolitical, there are other science 
studies approaches that I feel are highly political — yet unable (or unwilling) 
to admit so. There is a branch of what I call applied science studies that is 
used by powerful institutions to monitor and shape various public behaviors 
related to technoscience. It is important to briefly discuss this wing of sci- 
ence studies— which is so different from ANT— because actors involved in 
applied science studies were central to shaping the opinions of both power- 
ful institutions and lay publics regarding the activists opposing cmos. With 
the term applied science studies I refer to that body of science studies schol- 
ars who provide powerful institutions (state, corporate, scientific, and so 
on) with information about public perceptions of new technologies such as 
cmos. Those involved in the applied wing of science studies might bene- 
fit from examining the instrumental and potentially harmful nature of their 
work. For instance, applied science studies researchers examining science- 
related social movements often misperceive and misrepresent social activ- 
ists (Marris 2001; Wynne 1992). The researchers may portray actors, such as 
those in the Confédération Paysanne, as hypocritical, irrational, or coolly 
manipulative. For instance, applied science studies agents often depict actors 
who are opposed to eating Gm foods but may smoke tobacco as irrational. 
Science studies agents often frame various publics’ engagements with sci- 
ence as erratic or inaccurate “public perception” (Levidow and Carr 1997; 
Marris 2001; Wynne 1992). Public perception theorists (a subset of science 
studies researchers) see themselves as educating irrational publics about the 
low risks associated with GMos. 

A politically engaged science studies approach would include in its ob- 
ject of inquiry the public perceptions industry itself. The term public per- 
ception industry points to that set of actors and practices that use science 


studies as a tool to monitor and analyze various publics’ engagements with 
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contemporary technoscience practice. Actors central to the public percep- 
tion industry include social psychologists, anthropologists, and sociologists 
funded to survey public perceptions of new technologies such as Mos. As 
a technique of governance, the public perceptions industry assists corpo- 
rate, state, and supranational bodies to align public behavior with the objec- 
tives of powerful institutions. In my own research, I met many well-meaning 
scholars involved with the public perception industry. Too often, while pro- 
viding detailed studies about public engagements with technoscience, they 
unknowingly did a disservice to the very publics they sincerely wished to 
serve. Many in the public perception industry often portray anti-GMo activ- 
ists as pushing a deeper political agenda. In doing so, they fail to appreciate 
the political currents running through all debates about science. Those who 
regard activists as simply using GMos to fight for a broader cause trivialize 
actors’ earnest concerns with the social and biological implications of an 
agriculture dominated by Gmo technology. The assertion that actors use sci- 
ence debates to push political agendas is indeed problematic. Science always 
entails a political set of cultural practices. Activists such as Bové and mem- 
bers of the Confédération Paysanne are indeed fighting for a broader politi- 
cal cause—one that includes and transcends cmos. They are fighting for a 
new solidarity-based logic that would create a more humane and ecologi- 
cally balanced world. 

A politically engaged science studies approach recognizes and legitimizes 
actors’ critiques of systems of power embedded in technoscience endeav- 
ors. It explores actors’ disenchantment with powerful institutions that ap- 
pear more concerned with garnering profit and power than with nurturing 
the humane and ecological potential of technoscience itself. When study- 
ing questions of technoscience related to issues such as agriculture, science 
studies can find its complement in political ecology approaches. Political 
ecology locates new technologies such as cmos in fields of social and eco- 
nomic power. Political ecology tends to study down, as researchers explore 
the worlds of actors with less power than themselves. Studying down reveals 
how sets of disenfranchised actors such as paysans comprehend, contest, 
and accommodate new technological regimes — on the ground. And science 
studies tends to study up (Nader 1969). Science studies researchers often 
study actors within powerful institutions, such as scientists, science policy- 
makers, and public perception agents. By studying up, science studies offers 


a crucial understanding of powerful expert actors who are often absent from 
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traditional political ecology approaches. Studying up plays a potentially key 
role in democratizing and demystifying knowledges about the various cul- 
tures of technoscience production at this historical juncture. When a politi- 
cal ecology approach meets a science studies approach, a more dynamic and 
complete picture comes into being. In addition to examining actors who pro- 
duce technoscience knowledge, we study the ways actors engage with these 
knowledges on the ground. By studying both up and down the power lad- 
der, we appreciate the broad network of actors who produce, circulate, con- 
test, and appropriate technoscience practice. In so doing, we can uncover the 
broader logics of instrumentalism and solidarity that flow among the em- 
powered and disempowered actors in the movements we study. Moving be- 
yond reductive portrayals of irrational or politically manipulative activists, 
we begin to convey the humanistic impulses that often drive social move- 
ments. Consequently, we can better understand the complex ways that actors 
on the ground engage with and contest powerful institutions, such as science 
bodies, corporations, and supranational agencies. 

Finally, I add to my toolkit social movement theory. In addition to using 
political ecology and science studies frameworks, this book looks to social 
movement theory to analyze actors and events that surface throughout this 
story. While social movement theory is an emergent and heterogeneous body 
of ideas, most scholars who engage this set of studies look beyond Marx- 
ist or labor-centered theories about social change in order to comprehend 
processes that motivate actors in civil society to form social movements. 
Pioneers of social movement theory, such as Alain Tourraine (1988, 2000) 
and Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985), assert that cultural reality — 
not just material reality—is central to driving society and social change. 
As post-Marxists, they move beyond the binary of base-superstructure from 
an econocentric view of the world to one that incorporates issues of race, 
gender, and other cultural forms of identity. Tourraine in particular exam- 
ines new sets of actors struggling against a variety of powers that dominate 
worlds perceived as instrumental. Tourraine posits the social movement as 
the space in which actors today resist a rationality of instrumentalism that 
links markets to communities, and ends toward means (1971, 95). As Tour- 
raine suggests, the paysans in this story cannot be reduced merely to workers 
fighting the capitalist system. Although they do in part identify with class- 
based theories of social change, they also fiercely engage with what it means 
to be a paysan at this precise moment of history. Their cultural identification 
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with peasant and indigenous groups around the world attests to the rise of a 
new multifaceted historical subject. The paysan struggle is not just to over- 
throw capitalists who control agri-business. The actors are also searching to 
construct a world built out of a new set of cultural identities, epistemologies, 
and alternative visions. 

For the theorist Sonia Alvarez, “cultural politics” highlight the politi- 
cal implications of local meanings and practices often viewed as marginal 
by powerful institutions dominated by Western hegemonic thinking (1998). 
Paysan cultural politics shaped new notions of food and agriculture that 
counter those promoted by the global agri-foods system. Social movement 
theory also studies the epistemological processes embedded in social move- 
ment activity. Tourraine and other theorists ground their research in notions 
of historicity, the process through which actors create new societies by en- 
gendering new forms of knowledge (1971). According to the social move- 
ment theorist Boaventura de Sousa Santos, researchers should analyze actors’ 
collective attempts to use social movements as spaces to promote alternative 
epistemologies that counter dominant ideologies embedded within powerful 
institutions (2007). As de Sousa Santos suggests, it is necessary to examine 
the way that paysan knowledges challenge the logic of capital-driven global 
food systems. Paysan savoir faire is not only an assertion of cultural identity, 
but a crucial expression of an episteme eclipsed by capitalist hegemony. The 
theorists John Law and Annemarie Mol (2000) encourage thinkers to con- 
sider these social movements as multiplicities, rather than being born of a 
single epistemology. For Mol, the current complex movements studied by 
social scientists are constituted by “neighboring” worlds that overlap and 
coexist at a single moment (2000, 10). In the same vein, the theorist Janet 
Conway (2004) asserts that social movements are robust forums for knowl- 
edge production. Conway’s work sheds light on how both local and global 
social movements provide arenas for popular education, often by offering 
workshops and courses that address alternative organizational strategies and 
processes. Conway draws inspiration from the antiglobalization movement 
of the 1990s and early 2000s. She underscores the importance of street the- 
ater, popular education, and cultural transformation as key modalities in so- 
cial movement work. Building on this theme, theorists such as María Isabel 
Casas-Cortes, Michal Osterweil, and Dana E. Powell (2008) explore social 
movement as sites where actors produce crucial counterknowledges. These 


innovative researchers explore online and journal debates as a few arenas 
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in which actors engaged in social movements generate and circulate new 
understandings of local and global justice (2008). 

Theorists of social movements are often obliged to challenge taken-for- 
granted boundaries between research subjects and objects (Casas-Cortes, 
Osterweil, and Powell 2008). For example, social movement researchers are 
often engaged in on-the-ground knowledge production. While they study 
the beliefs and practices of social movement actors, these actors studied 
often teach them about movement building, strategy, and vision—as well 
as providing detailed critiques of specific societal problems. A politically 
engaged and self-reflexive theory of social movements renders transparent 
these pedagogical moments that occur in the everyday life that flows be- 
tween actors generating and researching social movement activity. 

The social movements in this story are indeed sites of knowledge produc- 
tion. The Confédération Paysanne provides popular education by creating a 
farm school for new paysans entering the farming way of life. In addition, 
the union deploys a variety of educational forums such as workshops, con- 
ferences, demonstration rallies, and trials, as well as a variety of media, to 
educate those outside the agricultural world about the need for paysan agri- 
culture and about the instrumental logics that flow through neoliberal sys- 
tems of global trade. 


Conclusion 


This chapter periodizes the Confédération Paysanne, locating the union 
within the broader historical context of the new paysan movements. Two key 
events during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries inform the dramatic 
reconfigurations of French rural life and culture. As rural zones became in- 
creasingly depopulated and agriculturally focused during the peasantifica- 
tion of France, smallholders found themselves in an increasingly untenable 
position in an increasingly industrial agricultural system — particularly in the 
period following World War II. Framing emergent discourses of powerful in- 
stitutions during these transitions as techniques of governance underscores 
how government and corporate bodies work in concert, discreetly disciplin- 
ing rural populations to conform to particular political and economic models 
for rural development during these key periods. 

The rise of the new paysan movements and the Confédération Paysanne 


represents a collective systemic disenchantment with an instrumental ratio- 
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nality that began to increasingly pervade the French agricultural world dur- 
ing the glorious thirty. The modernism associated with the Jac was marked 
by solidaire rationality, a concern with humanistic notions of elevating 
mankind. Yet it was also marked by an instrumental rationality of produc- 
tivist agriculture, one that assumed a prominent place in the discourse and 
practices associated with the FNsEa and its youth wing. For Confédération 
Paysanne founders, the FNSEA epitomized the instrumentalism of agricul- 
ture, symbolizing aggressive capitalism itself. Distinguishing itself from 
the modernist FNSEA, the new paysan movement built on a solidarity-based 
antiproductivist discourse that it drew from its roots in the Jac. The new 
paysan movement created a broad humanist vision that went beyond the do- 
main of agriculture. Since its inception, its members dreamed of becoming 
“more” than activist farmers. They also wanted to become part of a broader 
social project. The Jac and the later new paysan movements provided forums 
for young French rural youths to begin to critically examine challenges pre- 
sented by a French and European agricultural system that determined that 
their existence was extraneous to the goal of agricultural productivity. The 
merging of Catholic Marxism, 1968-styled anarcho-syndicalism, and Gand- 
hian philosophy formed a sensibility that is distinct to the French postindus- 
trial paysan. Seeking not only survival within an instrumentalized agricul- 
tural system, the new paysan movements and the Confédération Paysanne 
sought a solidarity-based vision of a rural world built out of a logic of social 
justice rather than profit-seeking productivism. 
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The Confédération Paysanne 


Philosophy, Structure, 


and Constituency 


On April 29, 1987, the paysan movements of the 1970s and 1980s came 
together at a meeting in Rennes to form the Confédération Paysanne. 
While drawing in individuals remaining with the FNsEa, the Con- 
fédération Paysanne also brought together members from a range of 
other paysan organizations. As a new social and political entity, the 
Confédération Paysanne represented a rare synthesis. This new union 
emerged as a hybrid entity, one composed of a complex set of histo- 
ries and discourses of agriculture that over the next decade would be- 
come solidified into a coherent agricultural vision that the union calls 
Agriculture Paysanne (Paysan Agriculture). In an attempt to convey 
some of the union’s unique flavor and sensibility, I carried out nu- 
merous formal and informal interviews with union staff, leaders, and 
members from 1997 to the present, in person and by phone. In the 
middle of a conversation, I’d just pop out my little notebook and jot 
down the words of my interlocutors. 


Chapter Three 


Marxist and Anarcho-Syndicalist Underpinnings: Decentralization, 


Autonomy, and Internationalism 


The Confédération Paysanne attempts to distinguish its own political ap- 
proach from that of other agricultural unions — particularly the FNSEA, its 
primary rival. In particular, union members criticize the FNSEA’s attempt to 
portray all French farmers as sharing a common class interest. As the Con- 
fédération Paysanne saw it, class divisions among FNSEA farmers became in- 
creasingly polarized as the glorious thirty wore on—and it ended with a dra- 
matically bifurcated agricultural world. The emergence of the new paysan 
movements represents what the Confédération Paysanne calls the rise of 
“union pluralism”: the notion that different agricultural unions express di- 
vergent class-based vision and goals (Confédération Paysanne 1997, 45). The 
myth of class unity was central to the Confédération Paysanne’s decision 
to abandon attempts to reform the FNSEA from within. No longer neces- 
sary were autonomous pressure groups such as Interpaysanne or Paysans- 
Travailleurs, whose members often attempted to convince FNSEA leadership 
to attend to the particular concerns of smallholders. When paysan groups 
finally broke with the FNsEA, they finally committed to building a union that 
would completely represent their interests. That union was the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne. 

Rejecting the FNSEA’s modernist idea of exploitants (familial entrepre- 
neurs), the founders of Confédération Paysanne created a Marxist-influenced 
union of workers that posited agriculture as a social project rather than just 
a profitable rural profession. For the Confédération Paysanne, the paysans’ 
mission extends beyond the production of food: its mission is to reinvigo- 
rate and restore rural zones by repopulating such areas with multiple small 
farms as well as other modes of rural social and material production. Central 
to this objective is a Marxist-based discourse on the paysans’ “right to work” 
that can be traced back to narratives developed among the jac. The Con- 
fédération Paysanne rejects a national and international agricultural form 
of governance that deprives paysans access to land and other means nec- 
essary for farming. By asserting the paysan and the rural world as a digni- 
fied and crucial social sector, the union demands for its members adequate 
social security, insurance, and maternity benefits comparable to workers in 
other sectors (François Dufour, personal communication, June 12, 1998). In 


addition, the Confédération Paysanne aims to create a majoritarian union of 
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worker- and paysan-identified farmers. The union’s ultimate objective is to 
eliminate the need for agri-business-oriented unions such as the FNsEA by 
changing farm policy in both France and the European Union. 

Another ongoing mission at the union is to prepare for elections held every 
six years at the nation’s chamber of agriculture. During these elections, be- 
tween forty-five and forty-eight seats are won by various agricultural agen- 
cies seeking to control chamber policy that affects three million individu- 
als and fifty thousand professional organizations. There is a local chamber 
of agriculture in each department (county) in France, totaling ninety-four 
chambers. When I met the union in 1997, they proudly controlled 20 per- 
cent of the seats in the national chamber of agriculture. Their ongoing goal 
is to step up this percentage, winning the country over to their own model of 


paysan agriculture. 


THE LEGACY OF ANARCHO-SYNDICALISM: 
DECENTRALIZATION, AUTONOMY, AND LEADERSHIP STRUCTURE 

Unlike many Marxist-based movements, the Confédération Paysanne is 
committed to decentralized forms of organization. Power is distributed as 
equally as possible among both individual members and regional subsets of 
the union. An interesting caveat: a vast majority of union members do not 
identify as anarchists. Yet while the union does not explicitly articulate an- 
archist goals and vision, it dialectically retains anarchist values by implicitly 
incorporating a sensibility of decentralization and autonomy into its organi- 
zational structure. The Confédération Paysanne indeed takes pride in being 
decentralized, democratic, and less bureaucratic than hierarchical organiza- 
tions such as communist unions and the FNsEa. As a decentralized entity, 
the Confédération Paysanne has members throughout France. The union ex- 
presses its commitment to local autonomy by granting local departmental 
Confédération Paysanne branches a great deal of freedom in managing their 
local affairs. 

Unlike most unions or organizations of its size, the Confédération 
Paysanne has no national president per se (an expression of its anarcho- 
syndicalist roots). Instead, the central governing body of the Confédération 
Paysanne is the national committee, a group composed of twenty-six rep- 
resentatives from twenty-two regions of the country. To maximize member 
representation and participation, regions with larger constituencies, such as 


the Pays Loire or Bretagne, are granted three representatives each, rather 
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than one or two (Francois Dufour, personal communication, November 4, 
1999). Again, in the spirit of decentralization, the union convenes in differ- 
ent regions each year. Hosted by local members, this annual congress is the 
forum in which the national committee elects a set of national representa- 
tives (secretaries). These national secretaries serve for relatively short peri- 
ods of time, allowing for broad participation. The national committee con- 
sists of between five and nine national secretaries and generally about ten 
treasurers. At the national congress, the national secretaries elect a general 
secretary — someone in charge of managing departmental bodies as well as 
maintaining relationships between the Confédération Paysanne and other 
unions and associations. 

Instead of having an executive director or president, the national secre- 
taries elect a key union spokesperson, called the union speaker (porte parole). 
The union speaker serves as the public face of the Confédération Paysanne 
and is empowered to speak on behalf of the union as key press liaison. While 
the press and public often erroneously refer to the speaker as the union’s 
“leader” or “president,” the Confédération Paysanne makes it quite clear that 
the power of the union speaker is limited in scope. The speaker assumes his 
or her role for a relatively short period (four to six years) and is recallable. 
The Confédération Paysanne speaker has relatively limited autonomous 
decision-making power. All union decisions are made in a participatory, 
democratic, and decentralized fashion, deploying the greatest amount of 
membership consultation possible. Yet the speaker is generally a charismatic 
figure; speakers are expected to help shape the union’s overall vision and mo- 
rale, while presenting a forward-looking face to the public. The speaker’s key 
responsibility is to increase the union’s public visibility and power. Histori- 
cally, each speaker brings his or her own distinctive temperament and style 
to the job. 

During the period of 1997 to 2000, in particular, I carried out countless 
formal and informal interviews with union members. Sometimes interviews 
occurred spontaneously, over a cup of coffee in a café at lunchtime. Other 
interviews were scheduled and took place at the union headquarters or in the 
homes of union paysans. 

In nearly all of my interviews, I would ask paysans how they perceived 
various speakers of the union. When discussing former union speaker Guy 
Le Fur, for instance, I was struck by how many described him as “shy, mod- 


est, yet fierce.” Paysans tended to describe another former union speaker, 
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Francois Dufour, in similar terms. Mostly, actors experienced Dufour as 
“outgoing, engaging, and able to get things done.” In keeping with the Con- 
fédération Paysanne’s nonhierarchical sensibility, a good speaker is one who 
leads by example, skill, and enthusiasm rather than by exerting authority or 
coercion over others. 

The Confédération Paysanne highly values being a good comrade, work- 
ing hard for the union, and getting along well with others. During their 
four-year terms, the national secretaries spend two to three days a week at 
the Confédération Paysanne’s office in Bagnolet, just outside Paris. In order 
for the union to function effectively, the national secretaries (hailing from 
across the country) must be able to get along in a convivial way. Representa- 
tives perceived as egotistical or shirking duties are often criticized informally 
for failing to place the needs of the organization before personal priorities. 
While at the Confédération Paysanne, national representatives share a small 
dormitory inside the office building. They prepare meals collectively in the 
Confédération Paysanne’s small but lively kitchen and spend time together 
in the common living and dining room. Together they celebrate political vic- 
tories, birthdays, and holidays when they are together in Paris, miles from 
home, often holding raucous parties filled with good food. 

National secretaries have an arduous job that often entails a weekly com- 
mute to Paris (up to twelve hours by train). Each Monday or Tuesday, na- 
tional secretaries leave their families behind for three to four days to work 
intensively with other national secretaries in Paris. For all of this, they re- 
ceive a relatively modest stipend, which places degrees of hardship on their 
families both personally and economically. In order to partially compensate 
national secretaries during their absence on their farms, they are reimbursed 
for hiring replacement farmworkers. When examining the workload and 
commitment of the national secretariat, it becomes clear that union mem- 
bers sign on for this job not out of a desire for money, ease, or power, but out 


of a deep sense of commitment to the union. 


CONFEDERATION PAYSANNE INTERNATIONALE 
The Confédération Paysanne’s international and humanist orientation 
makes it a bit of a historical anomaly in French rural history. For almost a 
century, France has perceived its rural zones as a parochial and romanti- 
cized “world apart,” whose constituents share a conservative backward sen- 


sibility. Due to its roots in the Jac, the Confédération Paysanne has a dis- 
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tinctive political vision and orientation. The union holds internationalism 
and humanism as core values, striving to be tightly integrated into interna- 
tional networks. Even before the Confédération Paysanne was born, mem- 
bers of the new paysan movements recognized the need for international 
worker solidarity for both philosophical and strategic reasons. Strategically, 
the need for such unity is clear. This is an age when agricultural policy is 
shaped by international bodies such as the European Commission, which de- 
termines the Eu’s Common Agricultural Policy and the wro. The Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne understands that power does in fact lie in numbers. The union 
is fiercely committed to working with other groups of smallholders to fight 
against powerful institutions that make policy about agricultural practice. 

In 1986, just a year before the founding of the Confédération Paysanne, 
the new paysan movements founded a Europe-wide network called the Co- 
ordination Paysanne Européenne (European Peasant Coordination), with 
headquarters in Brussels. To this day, the European Peasant Coordination 
contains eighteen smallholders in farmer and rural organizations from eleven 
European countries (e.g., Switzerland, Austria, and Germany). In addition 
to addressing problems associated with the European Common Agricultural 
Policy and the wo, the European Peasant Coordination also addresses such 
food controversies as GMOs, hormones, and antibiotics used in raising live- 
stock. It was through engagements with the European Farmers Coordina- 
tion that the Confédération Paysanne broadened its network of international 
contacts with peasant and indigenous groups in the Global North and South. 
Early in its history, the union realized that groups around the world shared 
similar concerns related to trade liberalization, land rights, and problems 
associated with industrial agriculture. In 1986, unease among these groups 
peaked when the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (which later be- 
came the wTo) decided to include food and agriculture in its treaties on free 
trade for the first time. 

For many members in the Confédération Paysanne, the idea of including 
policy on food and agriculture in free-trade agreements was devastating. 
Such a maneuver could mean that agricultural trade and production would 
be organized around neoliberal lines on an unprecedented international scale 
(Bové 2001, 92). Most crucial, individual states would lose the power to gen- 
erate their own food-related trade policies to protect their own markets. 
Additionally, poorer countries would be obliged to lower their own tariffs 
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while accepting a large percentage of imports from the United States and 
the Ev. Bringing food and agriculture under free-trade policies meant grave 
consequences for southern countries at a time when northern countries were 
responsible for exporting 80 percent of food internationally. The flooding of 
southern agricultural economies with cheap, government-subsidized foods 
from the North is referred to as “dumping” (Wise 2004). Such dumping dev- 
astates local rural economies of poor countries unable to sell their own food 
at home and renders it impossible for these countries to compete in a global 
market. 

To address such concerns, the Confédération Paysanne and the European 
Paysan Coordination joined together to found La Via Campesina (The Peas- 
ants’ Way) in 1993. La Via Campesina grew to become an international or- 
ganization consisting of smallholders, agricultural workers, rural women’s 
groups, and indigenous organizations (Desmarais 2007). In addition to 
fighting problems of dumping, La Via Campesina fights other issues asso- 
ciated with free trade and industrial agriculture generally, as well as focusing 
on the implications of cmos for smallholders and indigenous groups world- 
wide. La Via Campesina’s network is vast. It extends into every continent in 
Europe, North America, Central and South America, Asia, and Africa. Its 
key organizations include the Confédération Paysanne, the Karnataka State 
Farmers’ Association from South India (which represents ten million farmers 
and is responsible for leading militant anti-cmo direct-action campaigns), 
and the Brazilian Landless Movement. The Brazilian Landless Movement is 
mainly responsible for supporting landless peasants in occupying and farm- 
ing dormant farmlands in addition to assisting peasants by creating other 
social and educational programs. 

La Via Campesina’s mission was further clarified and solidified after the 
historic meeting in Marrakech, Morocco, in 1994, when the General Agree- 
ment on Tariffs and Trade was formally transformed into the wro. With the 
wTo in place, individual states lost even more rights to refuse dumped or 
other unwanted foodstuff imports from wro member countries. Under wro 
policy, states may only refuse food imports when they are able to scientifi- 
cally prove risk-based evidence that foodstuffs jeopardize a state’s popula- 
tion or livestock. The cost (and feasibility) of generating such scientific proof 
is usually beyond the means of poorer countries. Consequently, the wTo re- 


mains largely unhindered in maintaining its power to enforce this policy. 
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Conf. Culture: Paysans, Salariers, Class, Ethnicity, and Gender 


The Confédération Paysanne built its modest headquarters just outside 
Paris in the small suburb of Bagnolet. The office is housed in an old stone 
building that the union renovated in the early 1990s, freeing up three good- 
sized floors that were fashioned into a series of airy and well-lit offices. 
The feeling of the building is very “1968”: colorful, cheerful, humorous, 
with brightly colored walls covered with various amusing Confédération 
Paysanne campaign posters. Everywhere bulletin boards are filled with 
newspaper articles featuring union activities, agricultural news, and witty 
political cartoons designed by the Confédération Paysanne’s signature po- 
litical cartoonist, Samson. While the headquarters is clearly a place where 
people come to do hard work, the space also communicates a feeling of not 
taking oneself too seriously. There is an air of light and witty humor that 
runs through the constant stream of jokes that fill the halls and political art 
covering the walls. There is a small and bustling kitchen on the building’s 
main floor where there are almost always a few paysans and staff talking and 
laughing together, smoking cigarettes or sipping coffee at a wobbly table 
with a yellow plastic tablecloth. Office doors are generally swung open, cre- 
ating an informal and welcoming atmosphere at the union, which insiders 
refer to as “La Conf.” 

The headquarters in Bagnolet also houses the Confédération Paysanne’s 
monthly magazine, Campagne Solidaires. In addition, Bagnolet is home to 
the team that runs the Association Federal pour la Development de |’Emploi 
Agricole et Rural (Federal Association for the Development of Rural and 
Agricultural Employment). Those in and outside the union refer to this 
project by using the acronym FADEAR. The FADEAR is an education and out- 
reach project by the Confédération Paysanne that develops curriculum on 
agriculture for paysan youths and for new farmers entering the union. In 
the yard behind the building stand two small prefabricated structures. These 
buildings provide spillover space for larger meetings. In the winter, these 
buildings are chilly and damp, heated with small space heaters. With no extra 
monies to expand or upgrade the union’s building structure, members and 
staff tough it out on cold winter days, sipping hot coffee and wearing extra 
sweaters to keep warm. 

It is worth noting that the union faces ongoing economic hardship, and 


this is apparent in the infrastructure of the union’s national headquarters. 
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With scarce funds to create a lavish or formal-looking building, the Confé- 
dération Paysanne makes do, creating a space that is inviting, cheerful, and 


down to earth. 


CONFEDERATION PAYSANNE CONSTITUENCY: 
PAYSANS AND SALARIERS 

Confédération Paysanne culture at the Bagnolet headquarters is a hybrid 
mix of individuals hailing from different classes, ethnicities, sexes, and agri- 
cultural backgrounds. At any given moment, the Bagnolet office is over- 
flowing with Parisian organizers raised in urban middle-class families, hippie 
néos (new farmers), and more conservatively dressed purs porcs (literally pure 
pigs—farmers perceived as longtime committed farmers), who are descen- 
dants of the Jac who hail from generational farm families. 

The two major sets of actors at Bagnolet are paysan representatives and 
salariers. Sa/ariers is the Confédération Paysanne’s term for permanent staff; 
those salary-earning nonpaysans who work at the union. At the center of the 
staff structure are seven key organizers in charge of coordinating adminis- 
trative issues with the general secretary. Each key organizer is in charge of 
directing a particular set of ongoing campaign areas, such as agriculture, 
livestock, the environment, and society at large. In addition to the seven key 
organizer positions, there is a staff of fifteen working in the office, including a 
general office worker and three individuals who publish Campagne Solidaires. 

Confédération Paysanne paysans and salariers represent two different 
institutional subcultures, each with its own set of cultural norms and prac- 
tices. For instance, paysans tend to wear clothing with a rural feel, such as 
pullover wool sweaters with worn-looking jeans and work shoes. Salariers 
tend to dress quite differently. While their attire is informal by Parisian stan- 
dards, men tend to wear ironed button-down shirts, urban and fashionable 
jeans, and more formal dress shoes. Women adopt a slightly intello (slang 
for intellectual) or funky look by wearing urban chic clothing or sporting a 
dressed-down hippie style. Because many paysans are raised in rural areas, 
they tend to have strong regional accents. In contrast, salariers tend to have 
Parisian accents. Differences between paysans and salariers are often class 
based as well. Many salariers were raised in middle-class families and have 
the French bachelor’s and master’s degrees in fields such as environmental 
studies, communications, and agricultural science. While some paysans also 


have advanced degrees, others chose nonacademic paths (preferring to go 
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right into farming) for professional or economic reasons. What is signifi- 
cant here is that while salariers may have greater educational and class privi- 
lege than many paysans, paysans hold the power in the union. Confédération 
Paysanne leaders occupy higher status in the organization and are the em- 
ployers and evaluators of salariers’ work. 

Yet the Bagnolet headquarters, like the Confédération Paysanne itself, 
strives to create a nonhierarchical structure and work atmosphere. Since my 
first formal and informal encounters with union actors in 1997, I have been 
continuously impressed by the distinct sensibility of the people who flow in 
and out of union headquarters. Relations between salariers and paysans are 
generally informal and congenial, and most salariers describe the work en- 
vironment as “relaxed, stimulating, and rewarding.” Most salariers report 
pride in working for a cause they believe in and express an earnest respect 
for the paysans for whom they work. In general, paysans and salariers tend 
to tutoi each other, using the informal tu (you) in both formal and informal 
conversation —a practice atypical in professional office settings in France. 
Also atypical, many paysans and salariers will faire des bises (offering each 
other kisses on each cheek) upon greeting or saying good-bye to each other 
at the beginning or end of the day. Some paysans who hail from the south of 
France offer four consecutive kisses on alternating cheeks, as is customary in 
that part of the country. 

Despite these informalities, the organizational boundaries between sala- 
riers and paysans are extremely clear. Just as salariers always refer to Con- 
fédération Paysanne members and representatives as paysans, paysans refer 
to nonpaysan staff as salariers. As one salarier said to me, in 2005, “Well, in 
a way, we're all salariers, we’re all workers [ouvriers], we all work here, but 
the paysans, well, they’re really our employers. It’s their union and we work 
for them.” Lunchtime is a moment when the distinction between paysans 
and salariers is most visible. Paysans and salariers, who work side by side all 
morning, dine at separate tables in the restaurant near the office. One sala- 
rier explained to me, “The paysans like their privacy, they like to talk among 
themselves about issues that they are working on. . . . We have separate inter- 
ests in the end.” Once, when I asked various paysans why paysans never 
occupy salarier positions, many said things to the effect of “The boundaries 
are clearer when salariers are not paysans.” Paysans regard salariers as cul- 
turally different. On several occasions I heard paysans bemused about how 


strange it was that a salarier—so involved in union issues— was raised in an 
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urban setting. At other times, paysans discussed the agricultural lineages of 
various salariers, noting how they had parents, grandparents, or uncles who 
farmed in the recent past. Many paysans often referred to such lineages as a 
way to explain these salariers’ commitment to the union’s goals and vision. 
Allusions to salariers’ agricultural roots seemed to be a way to locate sala- 
riers within the union’s landscape, providing degrees of fictive kinship within 
the organization. 

However, for some salariers with more dubious agricultural roots, estab- 
lishing one’s place within the union can be challenging. Anne-Marie B., a 
salarier who had worked at the union for several years, articulates: “What is 
strange is that I live in Paris, work in agriculture, and yet no one in my family 
is from the country. When the paysans ask what region I come from, I’m a bit 
ashamed to say. I have to say where my grandparents are from. My grand- 
parents are real Brittany stock; they live in the country. You can really have a 
problem here if you don’t have family that works in agriculture. The paysans 
think it’s harder for you to understand the paysan situation. They don’t know 
if you'll really understand.” 


WHO IS THE CONF.? CLASS, EDUCATION, AND AUTHENTICITY 

The Confédération Paysanne does not keep statistics on the agricultural 
or social and ethnic backgrounds of its members. However, over the years, 
I have been able to construct a loose profile of the kinds of individuals who 
constitute the union’s leadership and membership. In the end, I found that 
while there was no single “Confédération Paysanne type,” there were a few 
sets of characteristics shared by many. Most active members in the union 
are in their mid-thirties to forties. Many of the older members (those over 
fifty) grew up in the Jac and moved through the various new paysan move- 
ments that led to the formation of the Confédération Paysanne. While some 
younger members do not share this history, they seem to take pride in the 
union’s self-constructed origin story. The union makes it a priority to docu- 
ment and relate its history to newcomers to the organization. The union has 
several orientation notebooks that clearly document the union’s history. 
These three-ring binders are continually added to and brought up-to-date 
as the union’s story evolves over time. 

Usually Confédération Paysanne members constitute part of a farming 
couple or family. Farming is indeed often regarded as a family activity, one 


that includes spouses, members of an extended family, and children still 
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living at home. According to most union members, however, most of their 
own children do not plan to continue farming for economic reasons. In- 
stead, many children of union members plan careers in other domains that 
will eventually lead them to a French city relatively far from home. When 
I asked the children of Confédération Paysanne farmers themselves during 
farm visits) why they might choose not continue the farming lifestyle, most 
replied with an emphatic, “It’s hard work!” Older children (teenagers and 
older) also often expressed that agricultural life is too uncertain. Rather than 
resenting their children’s choices, Confédération Paysanne members seem to 
put their energies into drawing upon French youths who contact the union 
expressing interest in taking up a farming way of life. The union has a rigor- 
ous program designed to assist new farmers and dedicates considerable time 
and resources toward cultivating a new generation of paysans who would 
otherwise be turned off from farming in a difficult rural economy. 

In terms of educational background, most Confédération Paysanne mem- 
bers completed /ycée (high school) and passed the final exam (baccalauréat). 
Unlike most of their parents, many paysans in the Confédération Paysanne 
continued on to higher education in their late teens and early twenties, some- 
times receiving the French equivalent of a bachelor’s degree in agricultural 
science at local universities or through correspondence courses. Many union 
members often chose for personal or financial reasons to move directly from 
lycée into farming. 

At times I noticed an uneasiness regarding the relationship between 
class and educational background among union members, particularly on 
the leadership level. Pierre T., a former national secretary (and a man quite 
active in the union during 1997—2001), reported an interesting situation. In 
his youth, Pierre earned an engineering (ingenieur) degree in agricultural 
science. In France the term ingenieur has a very different meaning from the 
purely technical term engineer in U.S. English (Shinn 1978). One earns an 
engineering diploma from either an independent school of engineering or 
high-status institutions called grandes écoles. French engineering schools 
foster academic-industry collaborations where students learn management 
skills, often central to their future careers. In France, engineer is a title that 
enjoys similar (or superior) status to doctor in the United States. One can be- 
come an engineer in a variety of domains ranging from social to technical 
science. Once they have become engineers, individuals are granted entry 


into the elite domains of French society, where they may work in indus- 
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try, government, or higher education. Pierre T, now in his mid-fifties, hails 
from a family of smallholders and identifies strongly as a paysan. During an 
average year, he spends about a third of his time working as an agricultural 
consultant in Africa, another third teaching courses on agricultural science 
at his local university, and the last third working on his own homestead with 
his wife and close family friend on a smallholding of about ten hectares. Ac- 
cording to Pierre, “It’s hard sometimes at the union. Sometimes you get the 
feeling others sort of doubt your commitment to be and act like a real paysan. 
‘Is he an ingenieur or a paysan?’ some people ask. For me, though, there is no 
problem. I know what I am.” 

For Pierre, matters became even more problematic when his daughter 
was selected into the single most elite engineering university in the country, 
an institution whose graduates are granted entry into the highest echelons 
of French society. Most graduates of this school become key leaders in do- 
mains of industry, science, government, law, and education. When Pierre’s 
daughter was accepted, Pierre became a main topic of conversation among 
many paysans at the union who joked and bantered about the paysan status 
of Pierre and his family. Many wondered aloud whether Pierre was a “real 
paysan” or if he was a “professor” or an “international expert” instead. When 
I mentioned the possibility of visiting Pierre’s home for a weekend at a Con- 
fédération Paysanne meeting, a national representative turned to me and ad- 
vised, “If it were me, I’d visit a real paysan. We don’t know quite what Pierre 
is!” While I did not observe explicit anti-intellectualism among union mem- 
bers, I did observe moments of confusion and slight irritation during discus- 
sions surrounding the class and identity status of particular paysans who had 
greater access to powerful institutions such as international development 
agencies or prestigious universities. The more members perceived Pierre as 
enjoying extra monetary or institutional status outside the paysan world, the 
more they struggled to identify with his class and cultural identity. 

Most Confédération Paysanne members identify as working class, having 
been raised in modest economic milieus. Some were raised in farm families, 
inheriting family smallholdings of various sizes from parents or relatives. 
Others hailed from families that rented parcels from large landowners and 
lived a kind of yeoman farmer existence that may have lasted for generations. 
From the time they were children, many knew they would follow in their 


parents’ footsteps to become farmers. 
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NEO-RURAUX MEMBERS OF THE CONFEDERATION PAYSANNE 

A considerable number of paysans did not descend from farm families. 
Confédération Paysanne members have a term for individuals who adopt a 
paysan way of life as adults: néos-rwraux (neorural), or néos for short. Néos 
constitute a minority at the Confédération Paysanne. Some of the older néos 
(in their fifties or sixties) had been active in antiwar movements associated 
with the Larzac in their youth. Other older néos may have had no history 
with the Larzac, but they may have become disenchanted by urban life after 
the events of May 1968 and looked to farming as a more meaningful way of 
life. While néos like José Bové fall into the former category, those such as 
René Riesel (a key union activist) fall into the latter. According to Riesel, 
after the events of 1968 came to a close, he saw no other option but to turn 
to the country to “escape the disaster that had become his capitalist-crazed 
country” (René Riesel, personal communication, October 2, 1999). 

Whenever I inquired into the existence, number, or even the idea of 
néos among Confédération Paysanne members, I was met with dismissal or 
slight irritation. Paysans are critical of the idea of unity among farmers at 
the FNsEa who did not share class interests. Conversely, at the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne, actors seem to assume that all union members share the same 
class interests and thus forge another kind of unity—one that downplays 
differences among the agricultural histories of its members. As François 
Dufour (a former union speaker) stated quite succinctly during a speech he 
gave on April 16, 1998, “We are not concerned with paysans’ pasts, but with 
paysans’ survival.” The kind of union unity suggested by Dufour seems to 
be both encouraged and largely achieved. Since the first historical coming 
together between paysans who descended from farm families (often called 
purs porcs among paysans) and néos in the Larzac movements, there has 
been a tendency to downplay such differences in the name of union soli- 
darité. Thus even in informal public settings I found little open discourse 
among Confédération Paysanne members regarding the agricultural back- 
grounds of particular paysans. Yet in private, actors’ interest in the status of 
actors like Pierre demonstrates that at least some members of the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne often hold discussions about individuals’ paysan status. The 
néo-ruraux I encountered reported feeling well integrated into the union. 
However, they often described life in the broader agricultural community, 
beyond the Confédération Paysanne, as being sometimes difficult, particu- 
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larly at the beginning of their farming careers. Many néos will joke about 
how it took twenty years to prove to neighboring farmers (farmers outside 
the Confédération Paysanne) that they were “serious” paysans. 

In terms of religion and ethnicity, most Confédération Paysanne members 
would identify as white and were raised Catholic. During my years of study- 
ing the union, I encountered one farmer of Jewish and Arab descent, René 
Riesel—a man who had been a national secretary. To my knowledge there 
have been no other (or at least very few) Confédération Paysanne farmers of 
Arab or African descent (Arabs from Algeria or Morocco and Africans from 
Cameroon or the Ivory Coast represent the two largest minorities in France). 
While Riesel reports never feeling openly discriminated against for being 
Jewish (he was elected into the national committee in the mid-1990s), he said 
he was continuously conscious “that everyone was aware that [he] was ‘the 
Jew’ at the Conf.” (personal communication, October 2, 1999). 

As with whiteness in such countries as the United States, French Catholi- 
cism is a normative, unmarked ethnic and religious identity that renders all 
non-Catholics (white or of color) “other.” As adults, many Confédération 
Paysanne members who were raised Catholic are nonobservant, rarely at- 
tending church or requiring their children to attend church. Others seem to 
have blended the jac sensibilities of their youth with progressive Gandhian 
nonviolent philosophies, loosely identifying with the liberation theology as- 
sociated with Latin American social movements. 

Another commonality among many Confédération Paysanne members 
(particularly among those over forty) is that many have spent time in parts 
of French-speaking Africa. Many in the Confédération Paysanne chose as 
youths to opt out of military service, performing civil service in agricul- 
ture in France’s former colonies. Many speak of these experiences as open- 
ing their eyes to the harsh realities of peoples in the Global South. Paysans 
also report feeling a sense of solidarity with the farmers they met and came 
to know in Africa. As one Confédération Paysanne farmer put it, “I went to 
Africa to help these poor farmers. But in the end, it was they who helped me. 
They taught me how to see the world in a new way entirely.” The decision 
to perform military civil service in former French colonies is directly linked 
to many Confédération Paysanne members’ roots in the jac. These rural 
youths were following the modernist directive to become worldly by seeing 
lands beyond France, and they were following a religious mandate to help 


humanity through service and labor. In turn, Confédération Paysanne mem- 
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bers’ international work during their early twenties also represents actors’ 
desire to assert their international solidarity with agricultural workers from 
other countries, a mandate articulated in Marxist teachings associated with 
the jac. But, as many Confédération Paysanne members mentioned to me, 
they found their experiences in Africa to be quite humbling; they felt that 
they had been enriched by the experience. 


GENDER AND HETERONORMATIVITY AT THE CONF. 

Gender at the Confédération Paysanne constitutes a complex set of dy- 
namics and questions that continue to elude my full understanding. At the 
headquarters in Bagnolet, the national leadership of paysans is predomi- 
nantly male. Among the salariers, however, there is gender parity, with both 
men and women holding powerful positions. On the local level, women in 
the Confédération Paysanne play an active role on the family farm. In addi- 
tion to taking on a range of arduous agricultural tasks, they often manage 
family finances and maintain the daily rhythms associated with caring for 
children, overseeing chores, and maintaining family life. In addition, out 
of economic necessity, many women work part time off the farm (working 
in cafés, driving school buses, or working in offices in nearby villages or 
towns). 

A common complaint I heard from women in the Confédération Paysanne 
was that they felt left out of major decision-making meetings and bodies — 
on both the local and national level. Many shared similar anecdotes about 
having to watch what they say during local, regional, or national meetings. 
Many expressed anxiety about being perceived as too forceful by male com- 
rades in the union. Other women reported the problem of facing angry hus- 
bands at home after meetings. According to several women in the union, 
they feared being reprimanded for being too bold in public, thus shaming 
their husbands. Over coffee one morning at a farm visit, the union member, 
Agnes P., said to me, “Why even bother saying anything at a meeting? You 
know if you disagree with your husband in a public meeting, you're going to 
get yelled at when you get home.” 

Finally, while some women do manage to be active in the union on a 
local or regional level, few participate on the highest level of leadership. 
The national secretariat is overwhelmingly male. When asked about this dy- 
namic, men and women in the Confédération Paysanne reasoned that, be- 


cause being a national secretary pulls farmers away from their families for up 
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to three nights a week for three to four years (to work at the headquarters), 
the job was simply beyond a woman’s reach. Women are assumed to hold 
primary responsibility for parenting children at home, so they are thought 
unable to spend extended or frequent periods away from home. Of the three 
women who were national representatives (of whom I am aware) since the 
union’s formation, one was single with no children. The other two were older 
with adult children who no longer lived at home. For many wives of national 
representatives, the familial decision for the husband to become a national 
representative is regarded as both an honor and a significant sacrifice. As 
Laurence G., the wife of a representative, said to me, “It’s like you just say, 
‘Good-bye, see you in four years!’ You never see each other . . . and it’s hard 
on the kids too.” 

Alongside a gendered dynamic at the Confédération Paysanne leader- 
ship, there also exists a related heteronormative ambiance. Homosexuality 
is generally not publicly discussed at the Confédération Paysanne, and I 
encountered no openly gay or lesbian couples or individuals in the union. 
This is not uncharacteristic of many Left-leaning (not to mention Right- 
leaning) organizations in France. While France is generally politically tol- 
erant of homosexuals on a national level (it legalized civil unions in 1998), 
there remains a palpable awkwardness regarding homosexuality on a cultural 
level (Copley 1989). While I did not get the impression that Confédération 
Paysanne leaders would openly ostracize or criticize a gay or lesbian paysan, 
I could also appreciate the difficulty that a homosexual union member would 


have in coming out within the organization. 


Conclusion 


The Confédération Paysanne represents a hybrid entity. The union consti- 
tutes a distinctive and heterogeneous set of discourses and actors that have 
created novel understandings and practices of French agriculture. During 
the union’s first decade, we see it begin to clarify its vision and objectives, 
introducing them to the world of French agricultural policy. This is when we 
see the union develop and present a coherent agricultural program, Agri- 
culture Paysan. By contextualizing the Confédération Paysanne within a 
broader Marxist and anarcho-syndicalist historical milieu, we can better ap- 
preciate the organization’s tendencies toward internationalism and decen- 


tralization. In turn, by locating the union within the history of May 1968 in 
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France, we can gain a clearer understanding of the union’s special whimsi- 
cal and witty culture and sensibility. The union represents a special coming 
together of various sets of actors, each located within fields of power, such 
as class, gender, and history. Yet despite the diversity of its constituency, the 
Confédération Paysanne proves capable of maintaining a clear and coherent 
image of a union with a set of shared solidaire objectives regarding how to 
reorganize the rural world according to a more solidarity-based logic. 
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Early Campaigns and 
Paysan Agriculture 


The Confédération Paysanne’s Approach to Direct Action 


BREAKING THE “VIOLENT PAYSAN” STEREOTYPE 
AND WORKING INSIDE THE SYSTEM 
A common sight on the French evening news is a group of farmers 
blockading a main highway by forming a train of trucks filled with 
potatoes. One often sees, towering before the blockade, an enormous 
smoldering pile of dripping, burning tires. When considering spec- 
tacles surrounding French farmers, most French viewers make no dis- 
tinction between FNSEA and Confédération Paysanne farmers. This 
is largely because most French citizens have little awareness of the 
dominance of large-scale farmers and the diminished status of small- 
holders. For most French audiences watching the news, the image 
of the angry and desperate French farmer is a monolithic icon—a 
humorous yet pathetic caricature held lovingly, and regularly patron- 
izingly, in the French imagination. Over the years, the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne has worked to distinguish the Confédération Paysanne 
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paysan from the notion of the “cute little peasant” petit paysan, promoted by 
the FNSEA. In the press, the FNSEa often uses the term paysan when describ- 
ing members’ violent tactics such as burning stacks of tires in the middle 
of highways. By describing FNSEA activists as paysans, the FNSEA diverts 
attention away from the fact that the vast majority of FNsEa farmers are 
large-scale industrial growers. They also veil the machinations of power in 
which the FNsEA administration itself devises the destructive direct actions 
that they in turn blame on their own petit paysans (old-time) who, in reality, 
have little power or presence within the powerful union. Members of the new 
paysan movements have reclaimed the term paysan, redefining it in radi- 
cal and prideful terms. According to many in the Confédération Paysanne, 
FNSEA farmers continue to regard themselves as modernist entrepreneurs, 
only invoking discourses on the paysan when seeking to garner sympathy 
from public bodies and audiences. 

In popular French consciousness, paysans are generic, small-scale farmers 
who inhabit a rustic rural past, living in a world that no longer exists. The 
term paysan has both romantic and pejorative connotations, summoning up 
bucolic nostalgia as well as rural ignorance, crudeness, and isolation from 
the modern world. According to many Confédération Paysanne leaders, the 
FNSEA has always exploited popular understandings of the paysan, using the 
image of the romanticized old-time petit paysan to justify its tactics and 
to garner popular sympathy in the media (Basson 1997). The FNSEA is per- 
ceived as portraying petit paysans as casseurs (thugs) who destroys prop- 
erty to get their own way. According to the former Confédération Paysanne 
spokesperson François Dufour: 


The FNsEA has always used “les petits paysans” [poor smallholders] in their 
demonstrations. They would put them in the front of the actions, so the 
media could see them and they would encourage them to break things, like 
to go to the prefecture of the police and to break public property. This way, 
the FNSEA tried to look like a union of old-time paysans that would get a lot 
of media attention and would also stimulate sympathy on the part of French 
citizens who see the paysans fighting to survive. The irony is that they used 
the paysans like this at the exact same time that they were trying to elimi- 
nate them from the union. They used them to get media and to portray them- 
selves as paysans with whom citizens should feel solidarity. The message 
was, “You need the paysans; they’re here to feed you; support our struggle!” 


(Dufour, personal communication, April 11, 1998) 
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For many Confédération Paysanne farmers, such as the former national sec- 
retary Guy Le Fur, the Confédération Paysanne needs to challenge this dis- 
torted image of paysans. According to Le Fur, the Confédération Paysanne 
must actively work to transform the stereotype of the paysan as a casseur — 
a country bumpkin living outside society who comes to the city to cause a 
ruckus: “We need people to understand that we are not just people who want 
to break things. We are rational people trying to create a more intelligent ap- 
proach to agriculture” (Le Fur, personal communication, October 27, 1997). 

In an attempt to enhance the distinction between the FNsEa and the Con- 
fédération Paysanne, many members seek to avoid direct action that might 
be misperceived by the public as being aggressive and foolish. Instead, some 
in the union opt for a policymaking approach—one that entails working 
within government bodies to change them from inside. In the late 1990s 
there was a quiet but palpable tension between older and younger mem- 
bers of the Confédération Paysanne regarding political strategy. Purs porcs 
(farmers perceived as longtime committed farmers) who had come through 
the jac movements preferred lobbying powerful institutions such as the min- 
istry of agriculture. This policymaking approach ironically is not unlike that 
of the FNsEa, which works closely with government bodies and is continu- 
ously making alliances with politicians and industry agents who benefit the 
union. At the other end of the spectrum is the relatively young direct-action 
wing of the Confédération Paysanne, which, embracing the spirit of 1968 
and the Larzac, favors nonviolent direct action. It is crucial to emphasize 
that these two wings are not monolithic and have considerable overlap; many 
Confédération Paysanne members are engaged in both lobbying and direct- 
action activity. 

Many in the union seek to lobby the French government to break the 
FNSEa’s nearly exclusive role as the key consulting body within government 
forums. In 1990 the Confédération Paysanne won the right to sit on a limited 
number of commissions on farming policy at the local and national level as 
a result of a new governmental decree. In 1997 the Confédération Paysanne 
(along with all farmers’ unions) won full rights to be represented on farm- 
ing policy bodies due to a law passed by the Socialist government (Bové 
2001). These new rights allowed the Confédération Paysanne to participate 
in drafting new laws on farming, and it is increasingly consulted on major 


policies by the ministry of agriculture. 
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NONVIOLENT VERSUS VIOLENT DIRECT ACTION: SYMBOLIC ACTION 
AND FARMS OF THE FUTURE 

Among Confédération Paysanne members who promote direct action 
there is a general embracing of a nonviolent, Gandhian-influenced model 
of resistance. Many of them critique the FNsEa for historically using harsh 
or violent forms of direct action ¢.g., the blockade incident). FNSEA direct 
actions frequently cause significant and costly property damage. On many 
occasions, FNSEA members have smashed large windows of government 
buildings or ransacked the ministry of agriculture offices, literally tossing 
office furniture out of windows and destroying filing systems by emptying 
their contents out the window as well. 

Alternatively, the Confédération Paysanne promotes nonviolent direct 
actions, events that are often dripping with irony and media-ready symbol- 
ism. Many Confédération Paysanne actions entail creating a “farm of the 
future” on the site of an offending government or corporate body. Generally 
speaking, farms of the future require paysans to haul farm animals and large 
sacks of dirt and hay to a given site. After laying out the dirt and hay, union 
members set up model farms, usually in urban centers, to create an anachro- 
nistic, comical effect. Farms of the future often resemble little petting zoos 
with lambs or foals, and urban children have an opportunity to feed or touch 
the animals. Farms of the future almost always culminate with a picnic in 
which paysans spread out blankets upon which to enjoy a feast of artisanal 
breads, cheeses, wines, pâtés, and fruits brought from various regions of 
the country (Bové, personal communication, November 11, 1999). Such di- 
rect actions are intended to demonstrate what a postindustrial farm could 
look like. 

I attended several farms of the future, but one stands out to me most. 
It took place a few blocks from my apartment in the 1st arrondissement of 
Paris in the fall of 1998. The union planned a conference focusing on the up- 
coming meeting of the European Commission on Agriculture—the body 
that creates what is called in France the Politique Agricole Common (Com- 
mon Agricultural Policy). The policies issued by the commission are similar 
to those established by the U.S. farm bill. 

This particular farm of the future was set up at the Place des Muses in 
the esplanade near Paris’s first American-style shopping mall, Le Forum des 
Halles. The location was symbolic. Since 1183, Les Halles had been Paris’s 
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largest central traditional market. It was demolished in 1971 to make way 
for an underground and aboveground modern pedestrian shopping mall. In 
its heyday before 1971, Les Halles was a shelter for the country’s national 
merchants traveling to Paris to sell their wares. People who remember 
Les Halles often speak nostalgically of enjoying its busy and bright atmo- 
sphere — usually in the early hours of the morning — after attending theater 
or the opera. Parisians wearing suits and gowns would dine at little stalls 
at Les Halles (set up primarily for working merchants) where they’d enjoy 
bowls of onion soup. All around, workers in the meat or poultry industry 
hung carcasses and prepared produce for the next day’s market. For centuries 
Les Halles was known as “the stomach of Paris.” Le Forum des Halles (the 
mall) is truly a postindustrial entity. Unable to compete in the new market 
economy based largely on supermarkets and the agro-foods industry, Les 
Halles was transformed into Le Forum des Halles just as the paysans were 
transformed into agriculteurs or disenfranchised smallholders. The Place des 
Muses, the center of the outdoor mall, features a set of sculptures and an 
ornate marble fountain. It is a site usually full of hip-looking students, tour- 
ists, and young people zooming around on skateboards. Others at the Place 
des Muses may loll along the wall of the fountain munching on hamburgers 
from McDonald’s or slowly licking scoops of ice cream from Ben and Jerry’s. 

To attend the farm of the future, Confédération Paysanne members trav- 
eled from all over the country. As is often the case at such events, for many 
this trip represented their first excursion to Paris. Confédération Paysanne 
organizers set up a small tent by the fountain where a series of represen- 
tatives of consumer, ecology, and farmers’ groups held small meetings on 
the implications of European agricultural policy for paysans. Outside the 
tent, across from the fountain, stood the union speaker François Dufour with 
his twelve-year-old daughter. Together they had traveled from Brittany to 
set up a farm of the future, complete with horse, goat, lamb, and chickens 
enclosed in a makeshift wooden fence. Along the surface of the concrete 
floor, Dufour and his daughter scattered bales of hay and several bags of soil. 
Amused passersby would stop and pet the animals, pose questions, and gen- 
erally enjoy the strange ambiance of a small farm plopped in the middle of a 
Parisian square on a sunny October afternoon. 

Other Confédération Paysanne members had set up a small, sponta- 
neous farmers’ market to sell mostly farm-raised grilled lamb, cradled be- 


tween rough pieces of homemade bread. These sandwiches were consumed 
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eagerly — mostly by Confédération Paysanne members attending the dem- 
onstration. These delicacies featured artisanal roasted lamb slapped between 
bread without garnishes. For my part, I tried to down my sandwich quickly 
while the delicious but greasy meat soaked straight through the bread. As 
I sat fumbling with my meal, a few older paysan men sat and watched me, 
laughing good-naturedly. In vain they tried to instruct me in the proper way 
of consuming the meal and avoiding a messy disaster. 

One image stands out to me still. Outside the tent, sitting along the foun- 
tain, was a line of older paysans in their sixties or seventies, wearing woolen 
berets, heavy hand-knit sweaters, and rough-hewn workpants and shoes. 
The men sat along the wall, speaking in strong southern accents, pass- 
ing back and forth golden baguettes, speckled tubes of homemade salami, 
wedges of cheese, and bottles of red wine in dark-green bottles. As the men 
reclined along the wall, they studied passersby in a bemused yet polite fash- 
ion, as if they were watching a strange but intriguing film. In turn, young 
Parisians skating by, with headphones and spiky hair, looked equally politely 
yet bewildered at the older men, as if they too were watching a fascinating 
film from another era. The scene reminded me of preindustrial paysans and 
postindustrial urban youths studying each other, as if trying to determine the 
answer to a historical riddle. 

The idea of a farm of the future—a mainstay of the Confédération 
Paysanne’s demonstrations — emerged from the union’s desire to promote 
itself as a wholly modern organization with a forward-looking vision of agri- 
culture. According to many Confédération Paysanne members, the union 
must distinguish itself from the FNsEa’s large-scale industrial agriculture. 
In addition the union must also differentiate itself from romantic back-to- 
the-landers with whom union members do not identify. For paysans, such 
farmers represent a small-scale antimodern agriculture, one promoted by 
ecolos (slang for ecologists), “back-to-the-land hippies,” or right-wing small- 
holders. According to many in the union, these farmers tend to promote a 
politically reactionary and passéist (past-oriented) vision of agriculture that 
begs for a return to an idealized (and nonexistent) rural past. 

The farm of the future serves two purposes. It attempts to “remind city 
dwellers that small farmers are here and haven’t gone away” (Francois Du- 
four, personal communication, April 16, 1998), and it also suggests that 
farmers can be modern and progressive while also promoting a model of 


agriculture that is safe, clean, and small enough in scale to allow for a robust 
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and widely populated rural world (Guy Le Fur, personal communication, 
September 9, 1999). The Confédération Paysanne has thus staged several 
farms of the future in busy Parisian squares, or, on a few occasions, even 
(illegally) inside the walls of McDonald’s restaurants. Other times members 
of the Confédération Paysanne have brought livestock to symbolic sites of 
contestation, transporting sheep to Montparnasse, goats to Bercy, or chick- 
ens into the offices of government and corporate lending agencies. Once, 
when contesting government policy on milk production, the Confédération 
Paysanne led a cow first to the Louvre and then to the Museum National 
d'Histoire Naturelle (National Museum of Natural History). The goal of this 
tour was to “show Parisians that real cows do still exist — before they end up 
only in museums” (René Riesel, personal communication, October 12, 1998). 

Paysans frequently refer to two Confédération Paysanne actions that spe- 
cially emblematize Conf. sensibility. In April 1992, Confédération Paysanne 
members emptied a bag of chicken feathers on a top executive of the Pohl- 
mann Corporation (a German industrial chicken producer). This action pro- 
tested the construction of a massive chicken farm outside Paris (with more 
than five million chickens). It is worth noting that this feathering was sym- 
bolic. The feathers rested on the executive only long enough to snap a pic- 
ture— union members did not tar him. After feathering the corporate agent, 
Confédération Paysanne national secretaries reclined on the grounds of the 
chicken farm to picnic and conduct a formal meeting of the national com- 
mittee. At this gathering, the union demanded that the government create a 
law (that eventually passed) requiring producers of more than three hundred 
thousand chickens to attain preapproval by the town prefect before opening 
an operation that would put small poultry producers out of business (Basson 
1997). Another memorable action took place in November 1996, when 250 
paysans occupied the office of the director of the Association Générale des 
Producteurs de Blé et Autre Céréales (French General Association of Wheat 
and Grain Producers) in Paris. Paysans herded six cows into the office one by 
one and demanded that farm subsidies be brought back to levels set before 
the European Commission on Agriculture lowered them dramatically. There 
is an iconic Confédération Paysanne poster featuring this action. I spotted it 
in many Confédération Paysanne members’ homes and at the headquarters 
in Bagnolet. In the poster, government agricultural officials are seated wear- 
ing three-piece suits along one side of a table, as if in a press conference, and 


holding papers and notebooks. Standing across from the officials is a small 
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crowd of white and black Holstein cows. Across the top of the poster, an 
understated yet hilarious headline reads: “Visit to the Wheat and Grain Asso- 
ciation” (Baudry 1997, 25). 

With these types of actions the Confédération Paysanne demonstrates its 
ability to develop media-ready images that communicate a politically potent 
and entertaining message. The Confédération Paysanne regards its direct ac- 
tions as nonviolent because they generally cause minimal or incidental prop- 
erty damage and are symbolic (and ironic) in nature. At worst, the actions 
cause degrees of humiliation for the symbolic heads of powerful institutions 
such as the Pohlmann executive. They tend to leave behind a bit of animal 
manure and straw, but Confédération Paysanne members are sure to remove 
it all at the end of the action. 


EARLY CONFEDERATION PAYSANNE CAMPAIGNS: 
PAC, GATT, AND REFORMING FRENCH POLICY 

In the 1990s, in addition to addressing the domestic problems of paysans, 
the Confédération Paysanne’s activism focused on reform of European agri- 
cultural policy and issues of free trade. Union members addressed issues of 
agricultural subsidies and burgeoning international discourses on food sov- 
ereignty that emerged in the late 1990s. In 1992, the newly reformed Euro- 
pean Common Agricultural Policy intensified inequalities among Euro- 
pean farmers, removing limits on farm subsidies to large-scale farmers. This 
policy led 85 percent of farm subsidies to be distributed among 20 percent of 
farmers (the large-scale ones) (Pochon 1997, 116). Confédération Paysanne 
activists protested these reforms, demanding at minimum a limit on sub- 
sidies received by large-scale farmers and a more just redistribution of farm- 
based aid. 

Throughout the decade leaders of the Confédération Paysanne called for 
the European Common Agricultural Policy to include a production quan- 
tum, a limit to the aid each farm receives, regardless of size. This request was 
based on the fact that for decades bigger farms received more aid, destroying 
smallholders in the process. In addition, Confédération Paysanne farmers 
demanded a subsidy repartition that would allow for the existence of eight 
hundred thousand French farms instead of the tiny fraction of that number 
that now peppers the French countryside. Needless to say, that demand has 
yet to be met. 

During this time, the Confédération Paysanne also challenged the Gen- 
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eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, bolstering their claims about food by 
appealing to newly emerging discourses about the rights of local communi- 
ties to determine their own agricultural policy. On December 4, 1993, union 
paysans joined eight thousand other smallholders from across Europe to 
travel to Geneva, carrying a banner that for the first time read Souveraineté 
alimentaire (Food sovereignty). Although the precise origin of the term is 
unclear, it began circulating through international smallholder forums in the 
early 1990s. It was formally adopted as a core principle in 1996 by La Via 
Campesina. What is fascinating about food sovereignty discourse is that it 
throws a wrench in trade-related food discourses that frame agriculture and 
its products as mere commodities. When viewed as a fungible commodity, 
the products of agriculture come under the jurisdiction of discourses of free 
trade, food risk, food safety, and food security. Departing from this instru- 
mental rationality of agriculture that runs through these discourses, food 
sovereignty discourse is based on a solidaire rationality. Many of the world’s 
smallholders demanding food sovereignty seek the right of individual coun- 
tries to determine their own food policy —while fighting neoliberalism in 
general (Holt-Gimenez and Peabody 2008). 


Confédération Paysanne’s Agricultural Vision: Paysan Agriculture 


CONFEDERATION PAYSANNE’S PROGRAM: 
PRODUCE, EMPLOY, AND PRESERVE 

The Confédération Paysanne’s agricultural program represents a distinctive 
elaboration of many of the values derived from the solidaire rationality that 
originated in discourse associated with the Jac. Again, paysans remaining 
within the FNsEA tended to identify with the instrumental rationality of a 
productivist and capital-driven agriculture. In contrast, founders of the new 
paysan movements and the Confédération Paysanne identified more with a 
solidaire rationality of agriculture. According to this vision, the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne must promote a spirit of solidarity between all smallholders 
seeking to create a robust and solidarity-based rural world. 

In the 1980s and 1990s, the Confédération Paysanne printed its key slo- 
gan, “Produce, Employ, Preserve,” on all union pamphlets, stickers, banners, 
T-shirts, and posters. These three words represent the three prongs of the 
Confédération Paysanne’s program during this period. Each term in the slo- 


gan is framed in a square and paired with a particular image. Produce is illus- 
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trated with a field of grazing sheep, summoning an image of agricultural pro- 
duction that is small scale and pasture based, rather than an image associated 
with the industrial feedlot. The Confédération Paysanne’s insistence on pro- 
duction reflects the union’s belief that there is still a need for a small farmer 
who not only gardens the landscape, preparing an appealing countryside for 
passing tourists, but also a paysan who produces food for citizens. The Con- 
fédération Paysanne’s programs attempt to reverse the productivist trend by 
restructuring the rural world based on a postindustrial model: a rural zone 
overflowing with robust small-scale farms. The image accompanying employ 
is a circle of women and men holding hands, symbolizing solidarity among 
paysans as workers struggling to establish farming as a viable option for all 
paysans. Here we see an insistence not only on production— growing food 
as an end in itself—but also on wage-earning employment, the right to use 
one’s talents and skills to earn a livable wage. The term preserve depicts a 
childlike drawing of clouds, trees, and hills surrounding a bucolic farm. It 
is worth noting that the Confédération Paysanne portrays preservation in a 
way that diverges from many non-French environmental understandings of 
conserving wildlife or wilderness by protecting it from human activity. Here 
the paysan preserves the countryside by knowing, caring, and transform- 
ing land into a productive and meaningful landscape. The idea of nature as 
agriculture has specific meaning in the French context. Through words and 
images, the Confédération Paysanne establishes the paysan as producer and 
manager of the rural economy —as well as steward of the countryside whose 


cultural expertise preserves the land for future generations. 


PAYSAN AGRICULTURE: MODERN AND SOLIDAIRE 

The terms employ, produce, and preserve are also incorporated into the 
union’s agricultural vision, known as Paysan Agriculture. At the union’s 
founding meeting in Rennes in 1987, the Confédération Paysanne presented 
this vision, calling it “a necessity for a society that is both modern and based 
on solidarity” (Aubineau 1997, 107). The Confédération Paysanne links 
together what Raymond Williams calls keywords (1976), such as modern 
and solidarité. In bringing these words together, the union discursively estab- 
lished a notion of rural solidarity that is progressive rather than antimodern. 
Like the farm of the future, the union’s idea of Paysan Agriculture implies 
a forward-looking model of agriculture that produces food while also sup- 
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porting the lifestyles of other worker-identified smallholders in France and 
around the world. 

Between 1987 and 1998, the Confédération Paysanne refined the defini- 
tion of Paysan Agriculture, presenting it again in December 1998 in the form 
of a public document that can be found on the union’s website, “L’agriculture 
paysanne: Une agriculture qui respecte le paysan et répond aux attentes de 
la société. Charter Agricole qui respecte le paysan et répond aux attentes de 
la société” (Agriculture Paysanne That Respects the Farmer and Meets the 
Needs of Society). This charter assumes the form of ten principles. Each prin- 
ciple represents the Confédération Paysanne’s public rejection of policies re- 
lated to European agriculture policy as well as those promoted by free-trade 
agreements. The following principles, promoted by the union, advance an 
alternative model to industrial farming and the agro-foods industry. 


TEN PRINCIPLES OF PAYSAN AGRICULTURE 


1 Providing production and distribution that allow for the maximum 
number to work as farmers, earning a viable income. 

2 Forging solidarity with farmers in Europe and throughout the rest of 
the world. 

3 Respecting nature by ensuring its use by future generations. 
Promoting diligent use of rare resources. 


Providing transparency in all relations of purchasing, production, pro- 


wm 


cessing, and sale of agricultural produce. 
Ensuring the good quality, taste, and safety of produce. 
Providing farmers’ maximum autonomy. 


Forming partnerships with others living in the countryside. 


Oo WON DA 


Maintaining the diversity of animals, plants, and land for both historic 
and economic reasons. 


10 Being mindful of the long-term and global context. (My translation) 


In the Ten Principles of Paysan Agriculture there is a solidaire rationality 
of agriculture that is traceable to the Jac and new paysan movements. Half 
of the principles (numbers 1, 2, 7, 8, 10) are drawn from such values as the 
right to work, international solidarity, autonomy from corporate and capi- 
talist control, solidarity (and potential coalition) with other nonpaysan rural 
groups, and a concern for future generations and the world at large. These 


five principles articulate the Confédération Paysanne’s aim to establish 
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agriculture as a distinctly social and political activity. For the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne, notions of agriculture must be understood in the context of 
human rights and social solidarity. Paysan Agriculture even reaches beyond 
the domain of farming to touch on issues of justice regarding the need to 
restore the vitality of rural life. The union’s emphasis on both futurism and 
internationalism distinguishes it from parochial ruralist organizations that 


are antimodern, antiprogress, regionalist, or nationalist. 


PAYSAN AGRICULTURE VERSUS SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE 

The ten key principles of Paysan Agriculture reflect a divergence from 
other alternative agricultural discourses such as those on sustainable or 
organic agriculture. When related to foodstuffs, the terms sustainable and 
organic tend to emphasize the degree to which agricultural production meth- 
ods are chemicalized and thus potentially harmful to peoples and environ- 
ments. Questions of production scale (farm size), farm wages, or quality of 
life for people living and working in agrarian areas are largely ignored in 
sustainable and organic discourses on agriculture. For decades, the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne has been committed to developing and promoting its own 
distinctive vision of agriculture. According to several of the Confédération 
Paysanne leaders I interviewed, the term sustainable agriculture (agricul- 
ture soutenable) is not a “French idea.” Many Confédération Paysanne mem- 
bers went as far as rejecting the term soutenable because it was simply a di- 
rect translation of an English term that couldn’t be accurately translated to 
French. As such, it “could not relate to the specific situation and concerns of 
French paysans” (François Dufour, personal communication, April 11, 1998). 
If pushed to use the term, Confédération Paysanne members attempted to 
put a French spin on it, coining phrases such as agriculture durable (durable 
agriculture) or agriculture raisonable (sensible agriculture). As one Confédé- 
ration Paysanne leader said to me, “What is sustainable agriculture? No one 
really knows. It’s very unclear at times and does not always include the social 
and political element. We need our own term to describe our own vision. The 
term agriculture durable is better than agriculture soutenable. But neither has 
precise meaning for our cause.” The FNSEA uses the term agriculture durable 
to fit into the Anglophone framework. Many Confédération Paysanne mem- 
bers think both terms, durable and soutenable, were coined by those in non- 
French, specifically Anglo-dominated, contexts. Union members seemed 


wary of joining a perceived inchoate chorus of actors asking for different 
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and even contradictory visions about what an alternative agriculture would 
be. In contrast, Paysan Agriculture offers union members an inimitable con- 
tribution to international discussions about agriculture, one that carves out a 
definition that cannot be contained under the rubric of sustainability (Andre 
Serat, personal communication, November 18, 2000). 

An interesting finding: The Confédération Paysanne website as of 2012 
features a significant archive of press releases, articles, and other Confédé- 
ration Paysanne-related texts. When I did a search for “agriculture souten- 
able,” only four links appeared. When I punched in “agriculture durable,” I 
found seventy-three links. When I entered “agriculture paysanne,” 384 links 
sprang out before me, indicating the relevance and meaning of the term 
within relation to the union’s vision and goals. 

Discourses on sustainable agriculture do indeed have a special history, 
quite distinct from the Confédération Paysanne’s discourses on agriculture 
that emerge from the new paysan movements. While it is not in the scope 
of this book to untangle the complex and multifaceted history of notions of 
sustainability, it is worth noting that sustainable development or sustainable 
agriculture are keywords. As Williams suggests, such keywords are endowed 
with uncommon histories and objectives. In addition to reflecting new 
understandings of land, people, food, and nature, they also constitute new 
understandings and practices through their own networks of usage (Wil- 
liams 1976). The keyword sustainability emerges in the early 1980s as a way 
to talk about stemming the tide of ecological breakdown in the Global South. 
Discourses on sustainable development were first cited in a formal document 
in 1983 by the Bruntland Commission, a team of advisors to the United Na- 
tions considering increasing problems of global resource depletion and en- 
vironmental degradation. While many people today associate sustainability 
discourse with grassroots local movements, it is worth noting its historical 
ties to agents within powerful institutions. According to Arturo Escobar, 
discourses about sustainability were heavily promoted by northern nongov- 
ernmental organizations in the early 1990s (Escobar 1996, 52). While such 
organizations strove to address problems associated with the industrializa- 
tion of the Global South, they also played a role in legitimizing and actually 
sustaining capitalist practices (Escobar 1996a). For Escobar, discourses and 
practices surrounding “sustainability” represent a “reinvention of nature as 
environment” that allows capital, rather than nature, to be sustained (1996a, 


49). Corporate and regulatory agencies seeking to protect nature from un- 
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sustainable practices often end up protecting the very capitalist system that 
destroys lands and peoples. For Escobar, sustainability discourse colonizes 
lands, species, and people according to an instrumental logic, rendering 
them “efficient” for the advanced capitalization of nature (see Escobar 1992, 


2002, 2005). 


PAYSAN AGRICULTURE VERSUS ORGANIC AGRICULTURE 

It is crucial to note here that the “nature” invoked through Paysan Agri- 
culture is quite different from the instrumentalized nature-as-environmental- 
resource suggested by much of sustainability or organic discourse. Within 
the logic of paysan agriculture, the idea of nature is inseparable from the 
solidaire rationality extended to peoples and cultures associated with par- 
ticular agricultural zones. Out of the ten key principles, just a third actually 
invoke the term nature. However, here nature represents a rationality that 
expresses solidarity with future generations. The other more indirect refer- 
ence to nature (the ninth principle) represents a call to maintain diversity of 
animal and plant species for distinctly social reasons that were determined 
“historic” and “economic.” 

The Confédération Paysanne’s idea of nature as agriculture does not poise 
nature against the idea of society. For the Confédération Paysanne, agricul- 
ture is a form of nature, a domain of work within a larger sociopolitical con- 
text. Confédération Paysanne discourse puts an unusual spin on the Western 
town-country dichotomy locked firmly into the popular imagination. For the 
Confédération Paysanne, agriculture is a domain equally imprinted by dis- 
courses of work and class, continuous with labor movements associated with 
the urban world. In its emphasis on production scale, Paysan Agriculture is 
also distinct from notions of organic agriculture, which have a different his- 
tory. The term organic agriculture first grew to prominence within Northern 
Europe in the nineteenth century, later resurfacing in the 1960s as part of 
the back-to-the-land counterculture in the United States. As Michael Pollan 
points out, U.S.-based organic movements of the 1960s and 1970s (which 
later spread to Europe) suggested a more holistic societal vision (Pollan 
2006, 141). We could say they were grounded in a solidaire rather than instru- 
mental rationality. The sensibility originally associated with organic agricul- 
ture was one that rejected big business and consumer capitalism (associated 
with junk food) and sought an alternative, more community-based and rural 
lifestyle that would accompany an alternative food system. 
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In 1998, when the uspa created federal standards for organic farmers, it 
instrumentalized organic agriculture, reducing it to a set of technical cri- 
teria that could be easily operationalized by large industrial growers as an- 
nexes to their nonorganic enterprises. “Big organics” has become the fastest- 
growing sector in the agricultural market internationally (Pollan 2006, 158). 
Today, two large-scale organic producers generate close to 90 percent of all 
organic produce grown in the United States. Once again, large-scale agri- 
culture crowds out small-scale growers, “even” in the domain of organics. 
The Confédération Paysanne, however, did not necessarily anticipate the co- 
optation of organics by large-scale agribusiness. At a meeting of the national 
committee at the Confédération Paysanne in 1999, I mentioned that organic 
agriculture was on the verge of being appropriated, or overtaken, by large- 
scale industrial growers in the United States. Everyone in the room looked 
at me with disbelief, laughing and shaking their heads. “Why should we be 
surprised?” asked one of the national secretaries, as he took a sip of coffee 
from a small, thick mug. “They’ll take everything they can.” 

The Confédération Paysanne emphasizes production scale, so the union 
has never regarded organic production methods as a necessary component of 
Paysan Agriculture. As a social rather than environmental or technical con- 
cept, concern for agricultural scale is an expression of social solidarity; it re- 
flects a collective desire to increase the overall number of farmers able to be 
employed in a given region or country. According to most union members, 
proponents of organic or sustainable agriculture fail to recognize issues of 
scale as a social as well as ecological issue. According to Dufour, the French 
government bases subsidies on the number of farm acres or workers. In so 
doing, it penalizes farmers with limited acreage and a small family work- 
force. It is this lack of concern for small-scale farmers that has led to a situa- 
tion in which 50 percent of paysan husbands or wives work off the farm. 
Needing additional income to survive, farm families work in factories, drive 
buses, or work in retail. If lucky, each family can afford to support one full- 
time worker on the farm (Francois Dufour, personal communication, Octo- 
ber 12, 1998). For Dufour, the smaller the size of the average French farm, the 
greater the number of individuals able to farm and receive aid. Dufour re- 
flects, “Big farms take all of the aid and make it impossible for small farms to 
survive.” As the Confédération Paysanne member André Aubineau writes in 
his brief history of the Confédération Paysanne, “There are those, on mod- 


estly sized farms, who decide to remain small in order to respect their neigh- 
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bor, in order to allow young farmers to set up new farms for themselves” 
(1997, 107). Once again, the Confédération Paysanne represents a sharp de- 
parture from other alternative agriculture models in Europe or the United 
States that promote organic agriculture as the primary alternative to produc- 
tivist farming. In fact, only a minority of Confédération Paysanne farmers 
use organic farming methods. While many regard it as too expensive and 
impractical, others view it as a bourgeois endeavor, focusing instead on the 
broader social context surrounding small-scale farming. 

In France, debates about food are framed by paysans in primarily agri- 
cultural terms. In contrast, in the United Kingdom, Northern Europe, the 
United States, and Australia, consumer-driven ecology groups primarily ral- 
ly the cause. The emergence of Confédération Paysanne farmers as key sym- 
bols for postindustrial agriculture (and the anti-cmMo movement) is linked to 


local understandings of nature, culture, and agriculture. 


NO NATURE, JUST CULTURE: THE FRENCH CASE 

Anthropologist Marilyn Strathern has contributed significantly to our 
understanding of nature as an idea that is constructed in particular ways by 
specific peoples. In her canonic essay “No Nature, No Culture: The Hagen 
Case” (1980), Strathern explores the nature-culture binary as a distinctive 
Western way of organizing reality. Challenging structuralist notions of na- 
ture and culture as a universal (and gendered) binary, Strathern’s crosscul- 
tural study of the Hagen peoples of Papua New Guinea demonstrates the ex- 
tent to which the nature-culture dualism, as well as discrete notions of nature 
and culture, is a distinctly Western configuration. 

In my research, I have found France to be home to a distinctive nature- 
culture framework. In combing through the considerable international lit- 
erature on food quality, an interesting pattern emerges: Actors in Britain, 
Northern Europe, and Australia tend to frame GMos as unnatural. In con- 
trast, French actors tend to reject GMos as noncultural. 

In determining Mos as noncultural, French actors presented an unusual 
configuration between nature and culture that departs from the classical 
Western nature-culture dualism. Yet before I further explore notions of a 
“French nature,” a caveat is necessary: there is no monolithic French under- 
standing of nature and culture. As a country composed of multiple subcul- 
tures, regions, and dialects, French understandings of nature are complex 


and uneven. Keeping this complexity in mind, it is still useful to point to a 
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trend in France to construct notions of nature and culture in a unique way. 
French understandings of nature revolve around two primary Western ap- 
proaches to ordering the nature-culture binary. First, the nature-culture bi- 
nary is grounded in notions of nature as presocial rather than social. Second, 
the nature-culture binary is based on the idea of culture as either essential or 
processual. 

Again, the nature-culture dualism is indeed a Western construct orga- 
nized in two primary ways, presocial and social. Many in the West posit na- 
ture in opposition to culture, but others in the West construct nature in more 
social terms. In the latter case, nature stands in historical continuity with 
culture, as the two ideas are linked together in the idea of agriculture. For 
example, German romanticism of nature in the nineteenth century portrays 
nature in presocial terms, as wild and pristine in association with untouched 
areas (such as the Black Forest in Germany or the American wilderness). In 
contrast, French romanticism of nature tends to portray nature as Ze terroir. 
The untranslatable term terroir signifies in France a unique agricultural area 
that has distinctive soil and weather conducive to producing particular food 
or potables (Morgan, Mardsen, and Murdock 2006). In le terroir, meteoro- 
logical and biological features of particular land areas are interwoven with 
the savoir faire of the artisanal producers to create, for instance, Roquefort 
cheese or Champagne. 

In the German case, while Western notions of a wild or presocial nature 
percolated throughout the colonial period, they were taken to a new ideo- 
logical level in the nineteenth-century nature romanticism of Germanic 
theorists such as Ernst Moritz Arndt and Ernst Haekel. In 1815, Arndt pub- 
lished On the Care and Conservation of Forests, which condemned deforesta- 
tion associated with dawning industrial practice, calling for a harmonization 
between nature and culture that could be achieved by recognizing nature’s 
“connectedness” (Staudenmaier 1995, 6). Decades later, in 1868, the zoolo- 
gist Ernst Haekel coined the term ecology. In his book The History of Cre- 
ation, Haekel describes ecology as the study of a nature deemed pure and 
primordial (Haekel 1868). For Haekel, ecology and nature were defined in 
opposition to society, which he regarded as inherently foreign, corruptive, 
and degrading (Mosse 1964, 29). 

Unlike Germanic associations between a presocial nature and a primor- 
dial national identity, France tends to associate a presocial nature with that 


which is not French. For most French people, the idea of nature as wilder- 
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ness signals a romanticized idea of that which is exogenous and exotic. In 
nearly every interview I conducted with actors in a variety of forums, nar- 
ratives of wild nature (nature sauvage) did not refer to the French territory. 
Rather, wild nature was what led actors who could afford it to visit places 
and peoples in France’s French-speaking former colonies, such as Cameroon 
and Senegal, or the colonized worlds of the United States or Australia. When 
speaking of nature in the French context, actors invoked romantic notions 
of spaces associated with traditional agricultural practice. This social under- 
standing of nature represents an implicit collective recognition of what the 
theorist Neil Smith refers to as the social production of nature (1996, 49), the 
socialization of nature through human activity or labor. For many French 
people, going back to nature means returning to a particular agricultural re- 
gion (terroir), returning to one’s rural or agricultural roots (Hervieu 1996b). 
Today, many people in France continue to own a small country home in- 
herited from agrarian grandparents or other relatives. For those who do not 
have country homes, many participate in France’s well-established agro- 
tourist industry, visiting country inns (gittes) that allow French tourists to 
“commune” with their rural pasts (real and imagined). 

In my discussions with actors regarding the French anti-cmo move- 
ment, they would often appeal to reified notions of a “French nature” in 
their attempts to explain why the ecology movement is less prominent in 
France than in the Anglo-Saxon countries. Similarly, they would explain why 
French people have a special relationship with food or agriculture. For Pas- 
cal R., a key researcher at France’s Institut National de la Recherche Agrono- 
mique (National Institute of Agricultural Research), the question of ecology 


is different in France because of France’s lack of nature: 


You see, there is no nature in France. There are still some valleys, some 
ravines, and a few forests, but they are quite small, just a few hectares. The 
environment in France is a product of systems of human practice and so you 
can’t treat the environmental question like you can in other countries, the 
Anglo-Saxon countries. The ecologists have to see nature in a different way. 
When they see a wild plant, for instance, they understand that behind this 
plant is a farmer, and the conditions in which this plant will live is a system 
of relationships between farmers, the government, and what happens on the 


European level, in Brussels. (Pascal R., personal communication, Septem- 


ber 25, 1999) 
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If nature means a presocial wilderness, then France has none. In interactions 
with farmers throughout the country, I found so many who took pride in 
explaining to me how every inch of the countryside is fully used and made 
productive. On several occasions farmers who had heard of U.S. farming — 
where there are large areas of unused land surrounding farm plots—took 
great pleasure in bringing me to the edge of one of their fields to show how 
the field was cultivated right out to the road. “No room for nature here!” ex- 
claimed one union paysan from Normandy, pointing to the tidy edge of his 
field of sugar beets growing nearly flush with the roadside. “You might have 
room to spare over in the Midwest, there,” he said. “But here, we use every 
inch of nature that we can.” 

While French notions of nature are deeply social, they are also proces- 
sual rather than essentialist. Once again, the dividing line tends to fall be- 
tween French and Germanic ways of constructing the nature-culture dual- 
ism. In the West there are two primary understandings of culture, one based 
on the Germanic notion of culture as Ku/tur (inherited essence), and one on 
the French notion of culture as process (cultiver) (Pandian 1985, 30). French 
understandings of culture as cultiver find their origins in the preclassical 
Latin term cultus, which has two meanings, one material and one semiotic. 
On the one hand, cultus refers to the cultivation of the material or biological 
world. Culture is the term both for an agricultural crop and for the micro- 
organisms used in the fermentation process required for making cheese 
and wine. On the other hand, cultus implies the idea of developing cultural 
knowledge. To be cultured is to be cultivated. It means one has developed 
an appreciation of cultivated things, such as French wine, cheese, literature, 
or philosophy. In turn, the eighteenth-century French notion of civilization, 
derived from the Latin civis or civilitas, is linked to the idea of cultiver, to the 
idea of modern progress as a universal process of development. Rather than 
constitute a national or cultural essence, civilization represents a develop- 
mental process, a model of upward mobility constituted by stages of human 
development (Pandian 1985). French understandings of nature and culture 
represent a distinctive understanding of the Western nature-culture dualism. 
Instead of there existing a fundamental tension between nature and culture, 
the two categories are understood as two dimensions of one continuous pro- 
cess of development that entails the nurturing of both material and semi- 


otic worlds. Again, instead of a binary between nature and culture, France 
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is marked by a binary between culture and nonculture, between people and 


things that are cultivated and not cultivated. 


PAYSAN AGRICULTURE AND NEW DISCOURSES ON ENVIRONMENT: 
AGRO-ENVIRONMENT AND EUROPEAN AGRICULTURAL POLICY 

Even though the Confédération Paysanne does not rely heavily on roman- 
ticized notions of nature, the way that the union relates to politically charged 
discourses on nature is significant. The Confédération Paysanne’s invocation 
of the keywords nature, rare resources, and diversity (principles 3, 4, and 9) re- 
flects its attempts to enter international environmental forums that became 
increasingly salient in Europe and internationally during the 1990s (Gupta 
1998). During this time French, European, and international environmental 
forums began to calculate the environmental implications of postwar inten- 
sive agriculture. Consequently, they began to produce new sets of mean- 
ings and practices that have had significant implications for the rural role of 
paysans. 

On the European level, the Common Agricultural Policy engendered 
new norms related to nature and environment that greatly affected paysans. 
European policies emerged that attempted to engage paysans in maintaining 
the resources and infrastructure of rural areas. European-driven subsidies 
encouraged paysans to engage in such projects as improving problems re- 
lated to rural water pollution or helping to restore deforested and poorly 
maintained areas that were increasingly vulnerable to natural disasters (e.g., 
fires). Perhaps most significant, European policies surfaced that attempted 
to persuade paysans to address the decreasing aesthetic tourist appeal of 
the French countryside (Perigord 1996, 37). By introducing the category 
of “agro-environment,” the Eu launched three hundred new rural develop- 
ment projects in sustainable development, giving priority to projects that 
supported a “diversified countryside,” one that restores traditional forms 
of agriculture such as Provengal terraces and animal husbandry in the mid- 
mountain region. Such agro-environment projects reflected the Eu’s hopes 
to increase the aesthetic as well as environmental robustness of rural domains 
that had become increasingly depopulated and left in a state of disrepair. 
On the French level, the General Directive No. VI implemented European 
agro-environmental policies, offering paysans subsidies for planting envi- 
ronmentally appealing crops, such as sunflowers, and raising livestock more 


extensively and in a more spacious manner. In addition, paysans began to 
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receive government subsidies for engaging in agricultural restoration of the 
nation’s rural heritage ( patrimoine rural) by planting trees, managing ponds 
and streams, and restoring old bridges, fences, small historical churches, and 
walls (Perigord 1996, 37). 

In 2005, I was visiting a Confédération Paysanne family in southern 
France when sunflowers were in full bloom. I was contentedly riding shot- 
gun next to Marcel L., a Confédération Paysanne member and descendant 
from a long line of small farmers who had at one time farmed a diversified set 
of crops. As I looked out over the dazzling fields, I waxed poetic about the 
endless acres of brilliant swaying sunflowers. “You think this is beautiful?” 
Marcel asked me, horrified. “Don’t you?” I responded, embarrassed at what 
had clearly been a faux pas. “When I look at a field of sunflowers,” Marcel 
continued, “all I see is a European policy gone wrong, an EU policy that pays 
paysans to grow fields of pretty flowers for tourists, rather than food. We 
get extra points for ‘environmental beautification, extra subsidy monies for 
planting fields full of sunflowers.” As the rural sociologist Bertrand Hervieu 
suggests, the idea of countryside is important not only to foreign tourists but 
to French citizens themselves who, particularly since the postwar era, have 
stepped up a romantic and idealized desire for an attractive rural sphere. A 
poll from 1994 found that French citizens strongly supported the idea of sub- 
sidizing French farmers for maintaining “the aesthetic value” of French rural 
areas (Hervieu 1996a, 23). 

While intensive farmers are in charge of large-scale production, paysans 
are increasingly (yet still minimally) subsidized for maintaining a country- 
side that is appealing to tourists (Hervieu 1996b, 7). Many founders of 
the Confédération Paysanne have conflicting sentiments regarding agro- 
environmental policies. While many embrace beautification subsidies as a 
necessary source of revenue in a competitive agricultural economy, others 
regard them as a government maneuver to further marginalize paysans, trivi- 
alizing their political goals while transforming them from active producers 
to gardeners ( jardinières) who work practically for free. 


MULTIFUNCTIONALITY AND CONSUMER QUALITY: 
NEW CONFEDERATION PAYSANNE OBJECTIVES? 


Many founding members of the Confédération Paysanne contest the 
reduction of the small-scale farmer to a gardener and maintenance crew 


member for the tourist-oriented countryside. In turn they have a profound 
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distaste for the “multifunctionality concept” —the promotion by political 
bodies of the diversification of rural tasks and practices beyond the domain 
of food production. While multifunctionality also means practices of “add- 
ing value” to farm products such as milk or meat by producing artisanal 
cheeses and pâtés, the notion of subsidized rural restoration and stewardship 
is also central to multifunctionality. 

The ten principles of Paysan Agriculture reflect the union’s attempt to 
address questions of multifunctionality. In the ten principles, we see envi- 
ronmentally oriented keywords such as nature, rare resources, and diversity. In 
using these keywords, the union expresses its ambivalent desire to establish 
itself as a powerful conduit of French and European agricultural policy. 

In addition to the ten principles of Paysan Agriculture, the charter has a 
section that specifically refers to multifunctionality. For instance, the section 
“Farming to Serve Society” concludes with the statement “To respond to the 
needs [of society], farming produces two types of goods: commercial goods 
such as foodstuffs and noncommercial entities including the environment 
and landscape.” The Confédération Paysanne’s decision to distinguish be- 
tween “two types of goods” signals a slight shift in discourse from the union’s 
earlier emphasis on rights to production and fair wages. While Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne literature frames this new role of stewardship as essential to 
its overall environmental vision, many within the union still have a cynical 
view of the multifunctionality idea. The former Confédération Paysanne na- 
tional secretary Réné Riesel, in particular, speaks quite candidly about what 
he calls the “museumification” of the paysan who “plays the multifunction- 
ality game by becoming a little showpiece in the countryside” (Riesel, per- 
sonal communication, October 17, 1999). For Riesel, paysans in the union are 
often too willing to participate in European agri-environmental policy, be- 
coming “gardeners rather than farmers, failing to truly fight industrial agri- 
culture and capitalism.” But there are other Confédération Paysanne farmers 
who see multifunctionality as a necessary means to sustain paysans until a 
different European policy can be created that will restore the real role of the 
paysan—to produce. 

In addition to incorporating discourses on multifunctionality, the char- 
ter also conjures consumer-oriented discourses on food quality. Out of the 
ten principles, two (numbers 5 and 6) address consumer concerns such as 
transparency and quality in the production process. The keyword transpar- 
ency (principle 5) is often found in politicized circles. By the 1990s, the term 
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(clustered together with quality and safety) had become a keyword in gov- 
ernmental, consumer, scientific, and corporate circles during the food scares 
associated with productivist agriculture crises that began in the 1970s with 
the first hormone-treated veal affair and continue today in crises surround- 
ing hormone-treated beef, mad cow, and cmos. Transparency became the 
symbol of a food-production chain that was visible and traceable, and one 
in which consumers could receive plain and honest communication. The in- 
clusion of the term transparency in the ten key principles (as well as in gen- 
eral Confédération Paysanne consumer-oriented discourse used in the press) 
conveys the union’s tactical decision to align paysan discourses with those of 


consumer groups. 


Conclusion 


Carving out a new rationality of activism, production, and quality of food 
and life proved challenging for the Confédération Paysanne during its first 
decade. The union has always had a distinct activist style, and it achieved its 
goal of creating Paysan Agriculture as a model of a postindustrial agriculture 
that offers more than organic or sustainable agriculture while remaining an 
alternative to the industrial agricultural model. The union is not a monolithic 
entity. It is full of heterogeneous sets of objectives and strategies. While one 
tendency is more reformist in nature, seeking to use policymaking bodies 
as a primary site for social change, another wing of the union draws from a 
tradition of Gandhian-influenced nonviolence and direct action. The direct- 
action styles within the union are generally amusing, symbolic, and highly 
creative. 

Paysan Agriculture is the central node within the union’s broader vision 
where nearly all actors’ objectives converge. Paysan Agriculture constitutes 
an alternative postindustrial response to the industrial model, establishing 
more solidaire production rationality. Whereas Paysan Agriculture generally 
offers a solid and clear set of principles, the union’s stance in regard to issues 
of multifunctionality and ideas of transparency remains ambiguous. Dis- 
courses on multifunctionality allow the union to indirectly assert a culturally 
acceptable rationality for its own existence within an agricultural system that 


otherwise regards smallholders as expendable. 
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5 
We Have Always Been Modern 


Toward a Progressive 


Anti-cmo Campaign 


Defining a Position on GMos 


SEARCHING FOR THE CONFEDERATION 
PAYSANNE’S POSITION ON GMOS 
When genetically modified crops and seeds began arriving on the 
shores of France and throughout the rest of Europe in the fall of 1996, 
it was not Confédération Paysanne members who first greeted them. 
Instead, Greenpeace France confronted the ships rushing through the 
Normandy waters. While the Confédération Paysanne was aware of 
the new agricultural technology (particularly genetically modified 
milk), the question of genetically modified staple crops had yet to 
stimulate sufficient debate within the union to move members to take 
decisive action. About a decade earlier, in the late 1980s, the union 
learned about the introduction of r-BsT in the United States (r-BST is 
milk made from cows injected with a genetically modified growth 
hormone). Union paysans were uneasy to see Monsanto celebrate its 


product’s ability to increase milk production in an era that already 
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had milk quotas due to overproduction. The arrival of r-BsT provided cause 
for some union members to question the purpose of the technology. Why de- 
velop a product to increase milk production when small-scale dairy farmers 
have all but disappeared because of milk’s overabundance? 

Despite growing concern, the union’s position on GMOs remained un- 
clear through the late 1980s and early 1990s. René Riesel, Confédération 
Paysanne’s former national secretary, remembers his own initial ambiva- 
lence. For Riesel, r-BsT was indefensible. But as for the new genetically 
modified staple crops, he and many others in the union were less certain 
about the agricultural implications. As progressive Leftists, many in the 
Confédération Paysanne did not wish to be considered retrograde (antimod- 
ern or reactionary) by opposing a new scientific technology. In particular, 
they did not want to be seen as critical of a technology that promised to 
solve environmental problems associated with agriculture and end world 
hunger. The union’s ambivalence was not helped by the fact that in Europe 
it was ecolos (French slang for ecologists) rather than paysans who initially 
contested the technology. Ecolos had a reputation for being reactionary, 
so many in the union wondered whether cmos were a romantic bourgeois 
cause taken up by environmental groups. The Confédération Paysanne has 
endeavored since its inception to distance itself from visions of a closed- 
off parochial rural world—one that is often associated with rural villages 
that collaborated with the Vichy government during World War II. “If we 
just rejected the technology outright,” said Riesel, “we could be seen as re- 


actionary. And we wanted to avoid that” (personal communication, Octo- 
y: P > 


ber 11, 1999). 


GMO NEWS FROM THE GLOBAL SOUTH: MORE NEWS IS BAD NEWS 

In early 1997, just a few months after the Greenpeace action, the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne decided to launch its own anti-cMo campaign. This deci- 
sion was facilitated by two factors. First, the union was engaging in inter- 
national dialogues on GMOs among peasants and indigenous organizations 
in La Via Campesina (cofounded by the Confédération Paysanne in 1993) 
who had been fighting cmos for several years. Second, the union was dis- 
cussing GMOs with members of the French Alliance for Consumers, Ecolo- 
gists, and Paysans, established in 1992. Consumer groups within the alliance 
were beginning to express intense concern about cmos. The alliance’s unease 


surrounding GMOs prompted the union to look more strategically at cmos. 
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Paysans had learned from previous experience: they needed to be attentive 
to issues addressed by consumers’ groups. 

In addition to networking with French consumer groups, the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne locates its anti-cmo campaign within a broad national and 
international movement of peasants and indigenous groups questioning and 
fighting the genetic modification of agricultural crops. Indeed, the union’s 
new anti-GMo campaign would be part of a broader geographical, histori- 
cal, and informational network that had been developing its own agricul- 
tural discourse for several decades. There had been an emerging solidaire 
rationality not only of agriculture but also of notions of technoscience, en- 
vironment, and free trade. This rationality eventually crystallized in 1999 
around the anti-wro demonstrations in Seattle, which consolidated the 
newly emerging antiglobalization movement. 

Beginning in the 1980s, international environmental organizations asso- 
ciated with such publications as the Malaysian magazine Third World Re- 
surgence and the British journal The Ecologist and such organizations as the 
Canadian Rural Advancement Foundation International had been developing 
a cultural and economic critique of emos. From the Earth Summit in Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992 to the demonstrations in Seattle in 1999, critiques of relations 
among the Global North and South, international peasant movements, and 
discourses on sustainable development and food sovereignty were central to 
what would later become an international alter-globalization agenda. cmos 
would be located within the broader rubric of global capital, global peasant 
movements, trade deregulation, and international environmentalism. 

The Confédération Paysanne has strong ties to La Via Campesina. One 
of the largest groups in La Via Campesina is the Karnataka State Farmer’s 
Union, the farmers’ union in southern India. This union was garnering inter- 
national attention and support for spearheading a powerful campaign against 
cmos. At this time the Internet was being made available to actors outside 
academic and industrial networks in France. This allowed the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne to receive daily reports from Karnataka farmers for whom 
the question of GMos was inextricably tied up in neoliberal policies sur- 
rounding free trade and agriculture. According to Karnataka farmers at this 
time, GMOs meant farmers increased their reliance on agro-chemical com- 
panies that monopolize the sale of expensive patented genetically modi- 
fied seeds and their requisite chemical inputs. In addition, the Karnataka 


farmers believed that genetically modified crops had dire implications for 
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future agricultural biodiversity. After learning of these concerns, Confédé- 
ration Paysanne actors considered the fate of paysans if a few multinational 
agro-chemical companies monopolized the patents for a dramatically re- 
duced seed supply. News about a corporate and global monopoly of agri- 
culture began to circulate through global networks of smallholders and in- 
digenous groups internationally. Perhaps most salient for Karnataka farmers 
(and for the Confédération Paysanne) was the fact that GMos threatened to 
put an end to seed saving, an agricultural practice that has thrived across 
cultures since the beginning of agriculture at least ten thousand years ago 
(Shiva 1993b). Historically, farmers save seeds from the most productive and 
adaptive plants, planting them to enhance the next year’s crop. Saving seeds 
is also a form of cultural solidarity and reciprocity as farmers exchange seeds 
annually with others in their communities. In addition to providing forms of 
mutualism and agricultural productivity, seed saving promotes the develop- 
ment of seeds acclimated to particular geological and meteorological zones 
(Gupta 1998, 55). 

When Confédération Paysanne farmers learned about biological patent- 
ing, an issue highly publicized by both the Indian activist Vandana Shiva and 
Karnataka farmers, concern among paysans grew. Once a seed is patented, 
farmers lose the right to save, reuse, or exchange seeds with other farmers. 
Patented seed becomes a form of intellectual property protected by state 
property law, as well as by international agencies such as the wro. At home 
in France, Confédération Paysanne members watched small French seed 
companies disappear as they were bought out by large agro-chemical com- 
panies investing in agricultural biotechnology. Within five years, such large 
conglomerates rendered small seed companies obsolete. With the disappear- 
ance of small, regionalized enterprises capable of cultivating seeds for par- 
ticular French terrains, the paysans saw a dire future. Paysans (as well as large 
growers) feared that they would be forced to depend on a few major multi- 
nationals to provide expensive and inflexible sets of seeds and inputs that 
may not be even be well suited for their own particular geographic zones. 

The Confédération Paysanne’s decision to create an anti-cMo campaign 
also emerged out of dialogues that surfaced between members of the Alli- 
ance des Paysans, Ecologists et Consommateurs (Alliance of Peasants, 
Ecologists, and Consumers). Central to this alliance were branches of inter- 
national ecology organizations such as Greenpeace France or Ecoropa who 


were also members of the alliance. These groups had been developing their 
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own critiques of GMos for several years before the Confédération Paysanne 
launched its campaign (Goupillon 1996). However, ecology and environ- 
mental groups lacked wide public support in a French political milieu largely 
dominated by political parties and unions. They were unable to sufficiently 
popularize their sociopolitical critique of cmos, relying, often unknowingly, 
on hegemonic risk-based arguments to bolster their claims. 

Ecoropa is a European ecology organization with its strongest support 
base in France. During the early years of the union’s anti-cMo campaign, 
Ecoropa was an interesting player in the French Gmo controversy. Ecoropa 
drew its legitimacy at least in part from its ties to the well-respected jour- 
nal The Ecologist. Yet both Ecoropa and The Ecologist were rumored to be 
financed by the brother of the renowned French right-wing ecologist Teddy 
Goldstein. Ecoropa’s alleged relationship to the Goldstein family raised the 
suspicion of many in the alliance regarding the underlying political orien- 
tation of Ecoropa itself.’ Yet despite these reservations, the Confédération 
Paysanne could not ignore the news about Gos as The Ecologist and Eco- 
ropa relayed information from India to Europe regarding the potential im- 
plications of cmos. Like La Via Campesina and Ecoropa, actors who publish 
The Ecologist also had direct ties to Indian agricultural politics. Shiva, for 
instance, published widely in The Ecologist and also had links to Ecoropa. 
Shiva is renowned as one of the first international public science intellectu- 
als to publicize the plight of Indian farmers opposing cmos from the 1980s 
onward. Through Ecoropa’s presence in the alliance, the Confédération 
Paysanne had access to communiqués with Shiva. Such information sharing 
helped solidify the Confédération Paysanne’s appreciation of the implica- 
tions of cmos for paysans. 


The Risk Phase of the Confédération Paysanne’s Anti-cMo Campaign 


A LEG UP FOR GMOS: DEREGULATION, THE LAW OF SUBSTANTIAL 
EQUIVALENCE, AND BIOLOGICAL PATENTS 

Throughout my research, many have asked why the United States has consis- 

tently invested so intensely in developing and exporting Gmo-related tech- 

nologies internationally. While the answer is not simple, I can say that it be- 

comes clearer when we consider the postindustrial condition faced by the 

United States in the 1980s. That was when the United States was confronted 


by a potential postindustrial wasteland and initiated a search for new sites for 
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investment capital. As the Global North had relocated much of its industrial 
infrastructure to the Global South in the 1970s and 1980s, an economic crater 
widened in the U.S. landscape. Venture capital thus sought sources of new 
production for capital accumulation within the United States. While U.S. in- 
vestors flocked to burgeoning service and retail sectors (associated with big- 
box stores, megachains, and so on), as well as to informatics and computer- 
ization, they also set their sites on the promising new area of biotechnology 
(Heller 2001b). The Reagan and Bush presidencies left behind a legacy of 
stepped-up neoliberalism and environmental and health deregulation. It was 
in this context that governmental actors vehemently supported the fledgling 
biotechnology industry in the United States (McMichael 2004). To this end, 
the government passed a law that would establish Gmo foodstuffs as “sub- 
stantially equivalent” to their non-Gmo counterparts. The rule of substantial 
equivalence entails that genetically modified seeds and cultivars are identical 
to non-GMo varieties, thus requiring cmos to follow no special regulatory 
protocols. Substantial equivalence guaranteed investors in agricultural bio- 
technology that the new products would be not be subjected to regulations 
in a competitive agricultural market that ordinarily demanded special labels 
and product-safety testing. Thus, Mos would require no labeling or rigor- 
ous scientific testing by the Department of Agriculture or the Food and Drug 
Administration for product safety. Any testing that would take place would 
be mainly for public relations purposes (proving the safety of the products). 
This research (and there has been little of it) would be conducted or financed 
by the biotechnology companies themselves. 

While substantial equivalence represented a regulatory coup, the biotech- 
nology industry received yet another leg up. In 1980 the U.S. Supreme Court 
ruled in favor of biological patents (Kaplan 2004). In the case, a scientist 
at General Electric named Ananda Mohan Chakrabarty had designed a ge- 
netically modified bacterium able to absorb crude oil. According to General 
Electric’s lawyers, this bacterium could be an environmentally friendly way 
to solve the problem of oceanic oil spills such as the tragedy of the Exxon 
Valdez. Even though the genetically modified bacterium proved useless in 
cleaning up oil spills, the court ruled that the bacterium could be patented. 

For the first time in history, biological organisms could be patented as 
“technical inventions.” This decision rested on the Court’s assertion that ge- 
netically modified organisms would not be patented per se. Instead, the ge- 
netic information within the genetically modified organism’s DNa would be 
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decoded, catalogued, and ultimately patented. Thus, from the 1980s hence- 
forth, all cmos and their offspring would contain patented genetically modi- 
fied information (Shiva 1993b). 


WHY RESISTANT GENETICALLY MODIFIED SEEDS? 

Biotechnology companies do also produce a few antifungal crops, but 
the 1980s and early 1990s saw the dispersion of the first (and still the only) 
generation of genetically modified crops to circle the globe. These crops (in- 
cluding corn, canola, and soy) mainly consisted of two “resistant” varieties. 
The Bt variety of cmos are genetically engineered to resist certain agricul- 
tural pests. Bt GMOs contain a soil bacterium, Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt), that 
produces proteins toxic to agricultural pests such as beetle larvae as well as 
moth and butterfly caterpillars that feed on cash crops €.g., fruits, vege- 
tables, corn, potatoes, and cotton). Bt was first discovered in 1901 by Japa- 
nese scientists who were studying dead silkworm larvae. U.S. industry first 
commercialized Bt-based pesticides in 1958, and Bt had captured 95 percent 
of the U.S. biopesticide market by 1989 (Swadener 1997). The second group 
of GMos are genetically engineered to resist or tolerate substantial spray- 
ings of Monsanto’s popular herbicide Round-Up. By making the plants tol- 
erant to Round-Up, farmers were now able to use doses that would usually 
kill the treated crops. The Gmo, called Round-Up Ready, also provided an- 
other function: Monsanto avoided an economic downfall when its twenty- 
year patent for the Round-Up herbicide expired. Once Monsanto’s patent on 
Round-Up expired, any agro-chemical company could develop its own ver- 
sion of the same chemical compound. By patenting a Round-Up Ready ge- 
netically modified seed, Monsanto could ensure its exclusive dominance over 
the product. By the early 1990s, Monsanto developed a “kit-packaging” mar- 
keting strategy that legally requires farmers to purchase Monsanto’s chemi- 
cal inputs when buying Monsanto’s genetically modified seed (Bhabha 2007). 
I call this approach the Microsofting of the agricultural economy: just as cus- 
tomers must buy Windows when they buy many pc computers, farmers must 
buy chemical and other inputs when they buy genetically modified seed. 

By the fall of 1996, U.S.-based Monsanto (now joined by Swiss-based 
Novartis) began to export resistant-variety seeds and foodstuffs processed 
with GMos to European markets. By early 1997, just as the Confédération 
Paysanne joined the international fight against the new technology, the 
French public was becoming increasingly aware of emos. Due mainly to a 
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French network of consumer groups, scientists, and green-leaning politi- 
cians (the Socialist and Green Parties had just joined forces to elect Lionel 


Jospin), the Gmo question began to take the French press by storm. 


CORN CONTROVERSY: RISKY OR NOT? 

A controversy began to emerge around a set of contradictory decisions 
made by the French government associated with the potential risks of three 
varieties of Novartis corn. Unlike the United States, Europe does not have 
the same law of substantial equivalence. Products issued from GMos must 
be tested for approval before being considered for commercialization. Due 
to France’s generally positive position in regard to cmos at that time, No- 
vartis selected the French Committée de Génie Biomoleculaire (Committee 
on Biomolecular Genetics) to test the genetically modified corn. The com- 
mittee recommended the corn for government approval. However, just a few 
months later Novartis and the French scientific community were shocked 
when the French government rejected the committee’s recommendation. In 
March 1997, Prime Minister Juppé publicly announced that he would not ap- 
prove the three varieties for cultivation on French soil. When Prime Minister 
Jospin came to power soon after, he baffled the public entirely. Having run on 
a Socialist and Green ticket, the public expected him to assume an anti-cMo 
position in accordance with the Green program. Yet instead of complying 
with Juppé’s decision to ban the corn, he decided to accept the genetically 
modified corn in the spring of 1998. Members of ecology, farmers’, and con- 
sumers’ organizations felt surprise and disappointment. They felt that Jospin 
and Dominique Voynet (the former leader of the French Greens and the in- 
coming environmental minister) had betrayed them by taking a pro-cmo 
position. 

Central to the public controversy were the risks associated with one 
variety of the Novartis genetically modified corn. This variety in particu- 
lar contained antibiotic resistance markers (used in producing the corn) that 
could theoretically transfer to the digestive tract of humans or animals con- 
suming the product. The corn controversy launched what I refer to as the 
risk phase of the French cmo debate. During the first period of the debate 
(1997-99), actors both for and against GMos (paysan, ecology, and con- 
sumer activists as well as media and public officials) tended to emphasize the 
health and environmental risks, focusing particularly on questions of antibi- 


otic resistance. Other risks included the allergenicity of genetically modified 
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foods, the potential gene flow between genetically modified and non-geneti- 
cally modified plants growing in open-air field trials, and the possibility of 
increased weed and pest resistance of genetically modified crops (and their 
non—genetically modified neighbors). 

The Confédération Paysanne followed this risk trend. Whereas the union 
had clearly developed a broad analysis of the social and economic issues 
associated with cmos gleaned from international circles, its initial pub- 
lic platform tended to emphasize the scientific rather than social or eco- 
nomic discourses that circulated through the union. For the first two years 
of the anti-cmMo campaign, the union assumed a riskocentric stance, publicly 
raising questions of food safety and environmental harm and invoking the 
expertise of scientists to promote the cause. While Confédération Paysanne 
literature did also incorporate a broader solidaire rationality, members’ pub- 


lic actions relied heavily on risk science to support their claims 


TENSIONS IN THE UNION: 
HOW TO FRAME GMOS? WHAT KIND OF STRATEGY? 

The Confédération Paysanne’s initial struggle to publicly frame GMos was 
linked to underlying concerns regarding the union’s relationship to French 
discourses on modernity. Like Riesel, many Confédération Paysanne leaders 
originally worried that taking a public stance against the technology could 
present the union in a reactionary or antimodern light. The early phase of 
the Confédération Paysanne’s anti-cMo campaign was indeed fraught with 
attempts to confront ongoing cultural stereotypes about the rural world 
and paysans as closed off, conservative, and antimodern. In addition to the 
modernity question, the union addressed questions of political strategy be- 
cause there existed two distinct yet overlapping wings of the Confédération 
Paysanne. 

Guy Le Fur sought to put his energy into reforming government bodies 
from within. Particularly during the earlier period of the union’s anti-cmo 
campaign (1997-99), Le Fur was weary of engaging in direct actions. Want- 
ing to protect the union’s image, he saw that direct action could reinforce 
stereotypes of paysans as casseurs (thugs), marginalizing the union in the 
eyes of the public. Le Fur looked to policy and advisory bodies related to 
agriculture as key sites for popularizing the paysan cause. In contrast to Le 
Fur stood the direct-action wing, which was headed up by actors such as José 


Bové and René Riesel. To Bové and Riesel, direct action was crucial to the 
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anti-GMo struggle. Direct actions represented a way to attract media atten- 
tion within France while establishing the union as a central player within the 
broader national and international networks. It is important to note that ten- 
sions between modernity and antimodernity or between policy and a direct- 
action strategy were never discussed in my presence in official Confédération 
Paysanne contexts. It was during informal discussions with Confédération 
Paysanne members that I became aware of the multiple and contradictory 
notions regarding technoscience, activist strategy, and the relation between 
the two that existed within the union at that time. 

Another unspoken tension within the union regarded whether it should 
present a scientific (risk-based) or a more political perspective of Gmos. 
Nearly all union members shared a solidaire rationality of agriculture, sci- 
ence, and the world. Yet they did not share the same view regarding how to 
strategically present a solidarity-based rationality when it came to publicly 
discussing the GMo question. The union’s riskocentric stance is an instance 
of instrumental rationality. Supporters of this position generally promoted 
a policymaking reformist approach, seeking to avoid publicly denouncing 
GMOs across the board. Instead, they sought to judge each genetically modi- 
fied product on a case-by-case basis by appealing to available scientific in- 
formation. On the other hand, the more solidaire stance on GMos was ad- 
vanced by the union’s direct-action wing. Actors in this group asked for a 
total ban or moratorium on GMos. They were troubled by risks associated 
with the technology, but their primary frame was social because they re- 
garded GMosas representing a socially unjust form of agribusiness. For these 
actors, a case-by-case approach would fail to directly address the cultural, 
political, and economic implications of the new technology. From both my 
formal and informal interactions with various actors, it was clear that both 
paysans and salariers were well aware of differences of opinion within the 
union in regard to how to frame and approach the cmo issue. Yet I was often 
surprised by the lack of overt tension or disagreement within the union itself. 
In general, members tended to get along well, and divergent viewpoints sur- 
faced more or less off the record. I heard many comments similar to the one 


made by this salarier during lunch one day in 1998: 


Some people at the Conf. are against GMos not because of the risks, but be- 
cause corporations are making a profit. They make pretty much the same 


statements as the Conf., they see things the same way, but they say things 
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a bit differently. They just draw different conclusions. Réné Riesel, for ex- 
ample, he is against corporations, he thinks we should ban cmos completely. 
Then there are other people like Guy Le Fur; he has a different position. He 
thinks there are good and bad cmos. But in the end, they do all think pretty 


much the same thing. 


While most paysans did tend to “think pretty much the same thing” and 
shared a general solidaire rationality of cmos off the record, they often dis- 
agreed on how to publicly articulate this sentiment. While many sought to 
emphasize more scientific arguments, appealing to risk claims, others em- 
phasized impacts on social and biological fabrics around the world. Dur- 
ing this first riskocentric phase, the former tended to win out as actors drew 
heavily on the authority of science experts to bolster their cmMo-related 
claims (see table 1). 

In February of 1997, the Confédération Paysanne published its first pam- 
phlet on cmos, “Technologies génétiques: Pour un moratoire sur la mise en 
culture et la commercialisation pour l’application du principe du précaution” 
(Genetic technologies: For a moratorium on cultivation and commercial- 
ization and for an application of the precaution principle) (Confédération 
Paysanne 1997). The pamphlet presents a signature solidaire rationality of 
agriculture and discusses the potential negative implications of genetically 
modified crops for paysans. In particular, the pamphlet emphasizes the role 
of emos in destroying paysan autonomy by increasing dependence on large 
seed and chemical companies as well as infringing on rights to reuse farm 
seed. A few features make the pamphlet particularly striking. Even though 
it puts forth a predominantly solidaire framing of cmos, it strongly empha- 
sizes notions of progress and a pro-science perspective. In turn, the pam- 
phlet presents a substantial section on risk. Yet, overall, the document also 
showcases a particularly heterogeneous repertoire of solidaire discourses, by 
far more diverse than what other French Ncos (ecological, agricultural, and 
consumer) were presenting in 1997. 

It was shortly after the Confédération Paysanne announced its GMO cam- 
paign that I met up with the union at the Parisian Salon de l’Agriculture in 
March 1997. While every progressive consumers’ union or ecology group 
had a pamphlet or leaflet on cmos, the Confédération Paysanne was the only 
organization at the salon to advance such a broad analysis that took political, 


ethical, and economic issues into consideration. It was for this reason that I 
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Table 1. Solidaire rationality and instrumental rationality 


SOLIDAIRE RATIONALITY 


INSTRUMENTAL RATIONALITY 


No particular concern with the union’s 
modern image. 


Emphasizes effects of GMos on peoples 
and cultures with whom the union 
expresses solidarity. 


Tends to gravitate toward a direct- 
action and internationalist approach to 
French and international agricultural 


Deep concern with protecting the 
image of the union as modern and 
forward-looking. 


Emphasizes the effects of GMos in 
regard to scientifically provable 
environmental and health risk. 


Tends to gravitate toward a lobbying 
approach that focuses on changing 
French apparatuses, concentrating on 


policy. GMO-related risk. 


decided to study the Confédération Paysanne. Standing there at the Parisian 
Salon de l’Agriculture, I was thrilled to be talking about the fate of agricul- 
ture and small farmers around the world with Marie-Agnes Fouchet—then 
a national secretary of the union. I was struck by the similarities between the 
union’s discourse and the one that had influenced me back in Vermont. Look- 
ing back now, it is clear that while I did not share the exact same viewpoint 
with the union, we had been affected by discourses on neoliberalism and 
global justice traceable to the budding alter-globalization movement (first 
spearheaded by Indian activists). 

After the salon, I took the Confédération Paysanne materials back to 
my apartment in Paris to study them more closely. Poring over the texts, 
I noticed a glaring disparity between the breadth of the pamphlet (written 
mainly for farmer and consumer audiences) and the narrowness of the Con- 
fédération Paysanne’s public discourse for the general press. At this time, 
Confédération Paysanne representatives who were interviewed publicly 
tended to emphasize notions of risk. In particular, they invoked the precau- 
tion principle, a code of conduct used in policymaking circles across Europe 
on matters of science and technology innovation. Union members also drew 
from consumer-oriented discussions of quality and public safety. 

Within the leaflet’s pages were several narratives that expressed the 
union’s concern about being misperceived as antiscience. On the first page, 


written in bold (in the middle of a discussion on the potential impacts of 
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GMOs on farmers’ seed practices), is a slightly revealing caveat: “Defend- 
ing the savoir faire of traditional paysans and the immemorial right of the 
farmer to choose his own crops has nothing to do with a backward [passéist] 
vision of agriculture” (Confédération Paysanne 1998, 3; my translation). Fol- 
lowing this caveat, the pamphlet presents a series of arguments regarding 
the systemic problems associated with Gmos such as issues of seed saving, 
corporate-driven science research, and the potential impacts of the tech- 
nology on developing countries. Following this broader, more politicized 
discussion, the pamphlet takes on a more instrumental tone, promoting a 
risk-oriented case-by-case approach: “Certainly, some utilizations of genetic 
technologies can be beneficial to the environment, providing a better quality 
of life for man, specifically ifthey can better control pests or plant illness not 
easily managed by sustainable methods. It is only by looking case by case, 
after an exhaustive study of the middle- and long-term consequences for the 
environment and human health, that the Confédération Paysanne will con- 
sider these innovations as instances of progress—and on the condition that 
[cmos] will not lead to the development of a destructive productivism” (5). 
These stipulations signal ambivalence and disagreement among various 
union leaders about voicing a critical and systemic position on GMos. Within 
the union, some actors were concerned about how to present an anti-cMo 
stance while protecting the Confédération Paysanne’s modern public image. 
The union’s decision to embrace a case-by-case approach is derived from its 
modernist roots, which are traceable to jac and to Marxist discourse, which 
equate technology with progress. It is also tied to the union’s fear of being 
regarded as passéist or retrograde—French terms that roughly translate to 
the English backward. From 1997 to 1999, the union heavily promoted Paysan 
Agriculture as a modern and forward-looking form of agriculture. Confédé- 
ration Paysanne representatives and salariers alike expressed concerns of re- 
inforcing stereotypes of the Confédération Paysanne as a union of ignorant 
ploucs (hicks) fearful of scientific innovation. 

Because the term p/ouc appears often in this text, it deserves at least a brief 
discussion. Paysans often use the term p/ouc to describe how they imagine the 
public sees them. While the term’s precise origin is unknown, most paysans 
believe it comes from the idea of the “stupid Breton,” or the “stupid guy 
from Brittany.” A powerful French stereotype is of Brittany filled with over- 
crowded farmhouses containing innumerable family members. At one time, 


Bretons inhabited paroisses (parishes). Somehow the term plusier (many) 
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fused with the idea of paroisses to form the odd-sounding word plouc. Brit- 
tany is one of the last regions in the country where residents maintained a 
distinct language and culture. And many were punished for doing so — even 
as children. Many paysans I met from Brittany described being abused by 
schoolteachers who forced students to wear a heavy wooden board strung 
with cord around their necks. A large B, for Breton, the pre-French dialect 
of the region, was carved into the board. Having the wooden B hang from 
one’s neck was a humiliating reprimand for speaking in Breton during school 
hours. People who live in Brittany are ridiculed to this day as the symbol of 
an antimodern and backward refusal of a progressive French society. 

The plouc stereotype made the paysans wary of going public with their 
position on emos. The paysans were aware that the modernist FNSEA had yet 
to adopt a public stance in regard to GMos, so the Confédération Paysanne 
was skittish about going out on a limb in the broader unionist milieu. After 
all, they were the only leading farmers’ union to take a public stance on the 
new technology. 

The union made it clear that it was critical of particular cases of GMOs, so 
the Confédération Paysanne avoided being perceived as antiscience or anti- 
modern. And by appealing to the precaution principle, the Confédération 
Paysanne invoked a socially legitimate and modern discourse on techno- 
science that promotes vigilance regarding innovation. The precaution prin- 
ciple helped the union present itself as simultaneously forward thinking and 
critical of a new technology. 


LA BATAILLE DE LA VILLETTE 

The Confédération Paysanne faced tensions while protecting its mod- 
ern and progressive public image. In the winter of 1998, the French govern- 
ment announced it would hold a public debate about cmos at the Cité de la 
Villette, a public museum, conference, and entertainment complex located 
just outside Paris. The debate was publicized in several newspapers and on 
the radio as the government’s attempt to respond to the public’s request for 
consultation and discussion regarding emos. The committee that planned 
the event invited scientists, industry officials, government agents, and social 
scientists viewed as supportive of the technology. It also invited represen- 
tatives from ecology and consumers’ associations who had publicly voiced 
criticism of Mos. Upon hearing of the list of invitees (mainly through infor- 
mal networks), many in anti-cMo groups in Paris deemed the impending de- 
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bate scandalous. In the weeks before the event, I met with activists in various 
forums who said the debate was a botched governmental response to public 
outcry. According to these actors, the government had failed to consult key 
leaders or incorporate them in anti-cMo associations into the event. Thus the 
debate was denounced by many weeks before it ever took place. 

I attended the debate with an intern at the Confédération Paysanne, curi- 
ous to see if the forum would successfully stimulate public debate on cmos. 
As I entered the enormous ultramodern auditorium, I took my seat in the 
packed audience. On the stage sat a panel of well-dressed white men behind 
a sleek black table. Behind the row of seated men, an enormous video screen 
hung, concert style, to be used for slides or film. It would also magnify the 
image of presenters reading their papers at the podium. For the first thirty or 
so minutes, men rose and took to the podium to read papers deemed tedious 
by those sitting around me. Across the audience I could hear people rum- 
bling audible remarks such as “Ooh la la” and “Ca fait casser les oreilles!” 
(This is so boring!) during each paper reading. Then in the middle of a paper 
presentation, an unexpected turn: a series of eggs zoomed through the air, 
projected from unidentifiable sources. Eggs and shells splattered across 
the presenter and the screen, leaving the blurred image of experts standing 
dazed on stage. For several seconds I watched the wavering form of a man 
in a suit, apparently disoriented, trying in vain to remove egg from his face 
with wilted drooling sheets of his own papers. The audience exploded with 
shrieks of horror and surprise (more “Ooh la la!”). Alongside the many cries 
of “C’est quoi ça?” (What is this?) rings of laughter developed as people 
ducked to avoid the ever-flying eggs. 

While the eggs soared, a series of anonymous and nondescript audience 
members rose to their feet holding sheets of paper. One by one they read in- 
choate yet discernible statements of outrage about the need for real public 
debate about science. Each individual read his or her paper in a slow, deter- 
mined, monotone voice, decrying the debate as nothing but a sham ora false 
substitute for public consultation. Finally, the egg throwers and the orators 
took their seats. 

Sitting in the audience, I could not help but be impressed by one thought: 
had this event taken place in the United States, police or security would 
have removed the orators and egg throwers within seconds. Perhaps even 
some kind of charge would have been pressed. However, nothing of the sort 


took place here. The egg throwers and orators were allowed to remain in 
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the theater once the event resumed. The egg toss and speeches lasted about 
seven minutes or so. At some point, a woman wearing a bright-red skirt suit 
smoothed her hair into place and walked onto the stage. Smiling calmly, she 
called fora brief intermission. During this interlude, everyone bustled about, 
chatting with friends and colleagues about who could have planned such a 
spectacle. The most remarkable thing to me was that following the intermis- 
sion, the debate resumed as if absolutely nothing out of the ordinary had 
just occurred, and no one on stage made a verbal reference to the preceding 
events. Following their cue, the audience returned to their plush seats and 
listened, this time more quietly, to the rest of the presentations. A few pre- 
senters did make jovial allusions to the remaining eggshells stuck to the desk 
or to the screen still dripping overhead. Others just rose in good cheer, hap- 
pily rifling through their papers. 

When the event was over, ushers hurried the crowd out of the build- 
ing. There was no lingering in the center’s grand entryway to socialize as 
audiences usually do after a show or presentation. Once out of the building, 
people scattered down to the metro, engrossed in lively conversation. For 
weeks afterward there was significant buzz in Paris as experts and activists 
alike attempted to determine who was indeed responsible for what had been 
baptized La Bataille de la Villette (The Battle of Villette). After a few days, it 
was simply referred to as La Bataille. 

A week later, I attended a meeting at the French equivalent of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. The Institut National de la Recherche Agrono- 
mique (French National Institute for Agricultural Research) had a special 
office for social and political affairs headed up by a Left-leaning social scien- 
tist whom I will call Michel Beauvent. Beauvent often held impromptu meet- 
ings, after hours, from five to seven, at his office in Paris. Calling these meet- 
ings cing a sept (five to seven) was a humorous play on words. In France, cing 
a sept is an expression for an after-work romantic tryst. The meeting’s comi- 
cal name communicated Beauvent’s desire for participants to meet and dis- 
cuss political ideas in a relaxed, informal, and enjoyable atmosphere. Beau- 
vent always served wine and assorted salted nuts (a proper before-dinner 
snack) to please his guests. Beauvent invited individuals to attend five to 
sevens whenever he felt that pressing agriculture-related matters surfaced in 
France. Being invited to a five to seven was regarded as a marker of politi- 
cal or intellectual status, and most actors attended if they could. Beauvent 


always emphasized at the beginning of each meeting the informal nature of 
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the gathering as well as the fact that the arena was meant to stimulate dis- 
cussion rather than solve problems or make formal policy recommendations. 

Beauvent was one of my key informants, and he was an ongoing source of 
crucial cultural and political information. I was delighted to be invited to my 
fourth five to seven. Beauvent invited twenty or so intellectuals, activists, in- 
dustry agents, and government officials as well as a Confédération Paysanne 
salarier, a union organizer who worked on the Gmo question. Beauvent ex- 
plained that we had gathered to analyze the events of La Bataille. As usual, 
Beauvent offered his guests refreshment. But this time his offerings had a 
droll twang. Clear glass bowls of hard-boiled eggs were placed around the 
small office room —along with the usual fair of wine and salted nuts. I was 
surprised to see many participants actually nibbling on the eggs, as hard- 
boiled eggs are not a typical food item offered to guests at a meeting or any 
social engagement. By giggling as they bit into the peeled eggs, participants 
seemed to be demonstrating an air of good humor. Many even dabbed their 
egg with bits of salt while laughing in a jocular, almost cynical way about the 
whole affair. 

After much informal gossip and discussion, Beauvent called the group 
to take their seats around the room. Perhaps the most prestigious guest was 
Guy Paillotin, the president of the Institut National de la Recherche Agro- 
nomique. After several people in the room offered comments regarding the 
possible originators and meanings of La Bataille, the room quieted as Paillo- 
tin began to speak. I could feel the union’s salarier squirm next to me as 
Paillotin made numerous allusions to the Confédération Paysanne’s respon- 
sibility for La Bataille. As Paillotin spoke, he appeared bemused and slightly 
patronizing, chuckling that it was “good for paysans to express their discon- 
tent with the overall situation.” 

The next day, at a Confédération Paysanne meeting, the salarier informed 
the paysans about Paillotin’s comments. “It was clear, though,” the salarier 
stated, “that he saw the egg throwing as the work of unsophisticated people; 
he saw it as the work of paysans. I was really upset by it.” Union members 
were not responsible for the egg throwing. One paysan at the meeting ex- 
pressed outrage, declaring, “We have so many scientific arguments at our 
disposal. Why would we resort to tactics like that? We are not casseurs! 
Those kinds of acts just heighten prejudice against us.” There were nods of 
agreement. All seemed agitated and outraged. Participants at the meeting 


reached immediate consensus that the union must immediately send a let- 
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ter to Paillotin, demanding an apology. After several weeks of waiting, the 
union finally received a two-sentence note from Paillotin. For union mem- 
bers, the state official had delivered a delayed and weak response. They found 
Paillotin’s brief narrative dismissive and insulting. For weeks union members 
made frequent references to Paillotin’s insult. They commented on the over- 
all political and social milieu in which paysans must continually differentiate 
themselves from chauvinistic stereotypes such as ploucs who would disrupt 
a public meeting by throwing eggs. 

Sitting among the paysans, I could feel for the first time the weightiness 
of their desire to be seen as intellectually and politically sophisticated. This 
small crowd of paysans, generally so quick to laugh at any absurdity, found 
no humor in the stories surrounding La Bataille. With no cultural room for 
humor, the paysans hunkered down to consider how to redeem the union 
after learning those at the five to seven laughed along with Paillotin about 
paysans needing to express themselves by throwing eggs. For many, using 
scientific arguments about GMos was the key antidote to counter the public’s 
perception of paysans as childish ploucs who knew no better than to throw 
food at people in power. 


Confédération Paysanne Victory: Guy Le Fur and the Report 
for the Conseil Economique et Sociale 


A BRIEF HISTORY OF LE FUR AND OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT 
Guy Le Fur was a key figure during the riskocentric phase of the union’s anti- 
GMO campaign. A founding member of the union, Le Fur appealed to risk 
in promoting what he called a progressive Gmo critique. During the time 
when Le Fur prepared a government report on GMOs, he was a hog farmer 
in his late forties. Le Fur lived with his family in Brittany, making the three- 
hour commute to Paris several times a week to carry out union responsibili- 
ties. A tall man of slight build with shortly cropped silver hair, Le Fur is a 
presence that commands respect and admiration, and he speaks and laughs 
with a quiet modesty. Although he is soft spoken, Le Fur is a powerful public 
speaker and respected as a union founder and a passionate fighter for social 
justice. After coming of age in the Jac movement, Le Fur joined the youth 
wing of the FNsEa and later the main FNSEA, eventually becoming a presi- 
dent in his county’s branch. Le Fur was among the many in the new paysan 


movements who believed for many years that the FNSEa could be reformed 
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from within, and he was at first reluctant to abandon the majoritarian union 
to create the Confédération Paysanne (Guy Le Fur, personal communica- 
tion, October 27, 1998). 

Le Fur describes finding it hard to simply leave the FNsEa, allowing agri- 
business to continue its dominance. Yet in 1982, Le Fur had no further choice 
when leaders in the FNsEa labeled Le Fur a dissident. That year he had writ- 
ten a report on the need for the government to create subsidy adjustment for 
farmers working in difficult geographic zones. After learning of the content 
of Le Fur’s report, FNSEA leaders officially blocked him from presenting it 
at a national meeting. Having labeled him a union dissenter, they then pres- 
sured him to resign. Demoralized by FNSEA politics, Le Fur was eager to find 
another forum in which to further the paysan cause. That year, he went on to 
found a small paysan-based union in his region. A few years later, in 1987, 
Le Fur went on to become a key founder of the Confédération Paysanne. He 
was elected to serve as a Confédération Paysanne national speaker between 
1989 and 1993. In 1994, Le Fur became the Confédération Paysanne’s chief 
liaison to the French Conseil Economique et Sociale (Council on Society 
and Economics). The council is an advisory body in Paris. It is composed of 
representatives and groups that speak on behalf of various sectors of French 
society. When preparing policy on a particular topic of social or economic 
concern, the government looks to the council to provide a comprehensive 
report on the issue. If the report is approved, the council publishes and cir- 
culates it in book form throughout a range of policymaking circles. A report 
composed by a council appointee is expected to inform state policymaking 
in a significant way. Le Fur’s appointment at the council marked the first time 
the Confédération Paysanne was to be represented in a major government 
advisory body. In addition to granting prestige to the union, this appoint- 
ment signaled a challenge to the hegemony of the FNsEa in the council. Le 
Fur’s presence at the council signaled the moment when the Confédération 
Paysanne became a major player in a national policymaking forum. In 1997, 
Le Fur decided that he would take on a most challenging mission: he would 
write a proposal to create a key council report on GMos. 

The story of Le Fur and his report for the Conseil Economique et Sociale 
is one that demonstrates the power of language, knowledge, and power in 
producing particular kinds of subjects, identities, and practices (see Foucault 
1976). Throughout the report-writing process, which I witnessed, I noted 


the ways a written text—a linguistic inscription—can exert a discursive 
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power that is distinct from economic or political power waged by power- 
ful institutions. Through writing the report, Le Fur and the Confédération 
Paysanne were seen in a light new by actors in the FNsEa and other powerful 
institutions. By the end of the project, Le Fur and the union had new subjec- 


tivities: they were regarded as modern, intellectuals, and competent authors. 


THE MEANING OF THE COUNCIL REPORT: 
FIGHTING THE FNSEA AND PROTECTING THE UNION’S DIGNITY 

The stakes surrounding the report were indeed high. The Conseil Econo- 
mique et Sociale conducts research on topics of social concern and presents 
reports that are consulted each time the government passes a national orien- 
tation law (dois d orientation). In short, an orientation law is similar to a na- 
tional act in the United States that lays down the basic principles for govern- 
ment action in a given field. For instance, the U.S. Department of Education 
created the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, whose objec- 
tive was to recover funds in order to allocate services to children and youths 
with disabilities. Similarly, in France, national orientation laws are created 
by various government bodies in order to clarify the rationale surrounding a 
course of action in a particular domain of society. Among its 247 members, 
the council maintains a balance of workers, business owners, and members 
of major civic associations. The council is divided into eighteen working 
groups and twelve sections, and activities are organized around issues such 
as agriculture, technology, environment, and workplace. 

Perhaps it was his history in the FNsEa that drove Le Fur to write the re- 
port for the council. When the FNsEa blocked Le Fur from presenting his 
controversial report twenty years earlier, it turned him into, in his words, 
“a fighter.” Now at the council he would work tirelessly for months, doing 
whatever he could to prepare a report of the best quality that would not be 
shot down. Council protocol requires interested parties to first conduct a 
pilot study, and then, if the study is approved, to compose an official report. 
The project to create the pilot study and then the report represented a gruel- 
ing year-long endeavor involving intensive research and writing. In addition 
to commitment, it required the mobilization of an elaborate network of ex- 
perts on agriculture, technoscience, and cmos. Le Fur was responsible for 
assembling a set of actors in domains of economics, molecular biology, law, 
and agricultural science. He was also responsible for meeting with heads of 


consumers associations, environmental organizations, public science bodies, 
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and government agencies. His goal in each meeting was to extract as much 
information on cmos as he possibly could. Le Fur also headed up a Gmo 
research team at the union, which included key members such as Valentin 
Beauval and José Bové. The individuals who worked most mightily on this 
yearlong project were Le Fur and Julie Audren, a young expert in agricul- 
tural science hired by the Confédération Paysanne. The third member of the 
team was Maria Garcia, an agriculture specialist “on loan” from the council 
to assist Le Fur and Audren in learning how to compose the report. Together, 
Le Fur, Garcia, and Audren became a solid trio, working long days and eve- 
nings, confronting a tense political climate at the council every day. I was 
fortunate enough be allowed to attend many of the meetings held by Le Fur 
at the Confédération Paysanne’s office and at the council itself. 

As Le Fur predicted, FNsEa leaders, also working within the council, 
were openly hostile opponents of Le Fur and his team. Upon learning of 
the Confédération Paysanne’s attempt to establish itself as a competent and 
equal presence in the council, the FNSEA members expressed concerns (off 
the record) that the Confédération Paysanne would take a strong political 
stand on GMos. According to FNSEA Officials, this would force the FNSEA 
to take a public stand on cmos before they were prepared to do so. So far 
the FNsEa had yet to adopt a formal or public position on the cmo ques- 
tion. According to Le Fur, FNSEA representatives tried to sabotage the trio 
at every step of the way. Their objective was to prevent Le Fur from present- 
ing the pilot study and, ultimately, the council report on emos. When FNSEA 
representatives in the council’s technology working group first learned of 
Le Fur’s proposal, they challenged the scientific expertise of Le Fur and the 
Confédération Paysanne. They went as far as insisting that the more “tech- 
nically sophisticated” FNsEA leaders should be selected for compiling the 
report instead. In the end, the council partially ceded to the FNsE’s wishes, 
dividing the cmo report into two parts. The first half was to be compiled by 
FNSEA representatives in the council’s technology working group. This half 
would address both medical and agricultural uses of cmos. The second half 
of the report was to be composed by Le Fur, who would also be placed in the 
council’s agriculture working group. The scope of Le Fur’s report would be 
limited. He would be permitted only to cover the agricultural applications of 
GMos in France. When Le Fur received news about how the report was to be 
divided, he was enraged. Yet when I asked him about how he would proceed, 


Le Fur flashed a wry and quiet smile, saying, “Yes, they’re ridiculous . . . but 
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I am always up fora fight. Our report will be narrower in scope, but it will be 


» 


better. We’ll just have to do a better job than they!” (personal communica- 
tion, November 19, 1999). 

For months the Confédération Paysanne’s team worked endlessly, comb- 
ing through various drafts and rigorously debating the report’s content. They 
negotiated a series of compromises they would have to make. Le Fur was for- 
ever troubleshooting, anticipating criticism from the FNSEA members who 
would inevitably be present in the council’s agricultural working group. 
While abridging the text to avoid a stalemate, the team was determined to 
include key points of importance to the Confédération Paysanne, such as the 
potential impacts of cmos on French smallholders. In each meeting there 
were negotiations regarding what to include or how far to push particular 
issues, such as the ethics of patenting life. While no one ever stated out- 
right that the report could not be too radical, there were frequent discussions 
about not appearing too negative, and about the need to draw, as much as 
possible, from scientific arguments. 

If the council ultimately accepted Le Fur’s report, this success would sym- 
bolize the Confédération Paysanne’s position within the broader political 
landscape. It is important to note that the objective in writing the report 
was not to present the Confédération Paysanne’s position on GMos. As Le 
Fur stated, “This is not a Confédération Paysanne report; it is a report for 
the council composed by a representative of the Confédération Paysanne. 
It must be of the utmost quality” (personal communication, April 19, 1998). 
During numerous conversations with members of the trio and the research 
team, actors described the report as a potential triumph over chauvinism, in 
addition to a symbolic victory over the FNsEa. According to Garcia, in pre- 
paring the report, Le Fur faced considerable antimodernist prejudice: “After 
the first part of the report came out, a member of a FNSEA leader comes up 
to me and says, ‘I’m sorry to have to admit that the report’s quite good. I 
wasn’t expecting such high-quality thinking.’ And what he’s really saying is 
that he thinks Guy is not capable of doing things correctly, because Guy is 
from the Confédération Paysanne. They judge him without knowing him. 
The Confédération is seen as a bunch of ideologues who are oppositional, 
antiprogress, not very intellectually cultivated. And so Guy has to be careful 
to work harder than other reporters” (personal communication, October 22, 
1999). In July of 1999, the Confédération Paysanne finally saw victory. Le 
Fur’s report of nearly three hundred pages was published under the title La 
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France face au defi des biotechnologies: Quels enjeux pour lavenir? (France 
facing the biotechnology challenge: What are the stakes for the future?). 
The report was unanimously accepted by the council and was described by 


council administration as exhaustive, detailed, and scientifically accurate. 


THE SYMBOLIC MEANING OF THE REPORT 

Looked at one way, the text was what Foucault would call a disciplining 
technology (1976) of governance, enticing its authors to voluntarily con- 
form to a rationality of government when it came to science. Because it is 
written in the bureaucratic style of a government agency publication, the re- 
port uses an instrumental logic of cost-benefit analysis. The report considers, 
for instance, the risks or advantages of particular applications of cmos, fram- 
ing them in such terms as economic risks, legal consequences or liabilities, 
and health and environmental risks. 

In the report’s conclusion, Le Fur summarizes the technological, eco- 
nomic, and agricultural implications of cmos, asserting the technological 
benefits that they could provide. He also stresses the importance of France 
supporting its own biotechnology industry and the need to further study the 
agricultural risks. In general, the report presented a generally positive pic- 
ture of cmos, depicting the technology as controllable, inevitable, and a new 
site for French agricultural research. By being swayed to paint an optimistic 
portrait of cmos, Le Fur was perhaps ceding to the pressures of the council. 
When we look more closely, however, the picture becomes far more com- 
plex. By writing the report, Le Fur (and the union) were both disciplined and 
empowered. Although they were coerced to align themselves with the ob- 
jectives of powerful institutions, they were also able to establish themselves 
as budding brokers within a governmental body. Often after council meet- 
ings I’d meet Le Fur and his team at a little café where Le Fur, Audren, and 
Garcia would drink coffee or wine, laughing about the day’s various foibles 
and triumphs. Despite their palpable frustrations, they clearly felt proud of 
the work they were doing. 

When the report came out in book form, it received little press coverage. 
It ended up falling a bit flat, making few, if any, waves in either official or 
activist circles. Le Fur surmised that “it didn’t really help that it came out 
right in the middle of the summer when people were thinking about vaca- 
tion” (personal communication, September 26, 1999). According to the 
Confédération Paysanne and others in policymaking circles, the report had 
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little political impact. It ended up having minimal effect on policymaking 
surrounding GMos. Yet neither Le Fur nor the Confédération Paysanne ap- 
peared disappointed. In contrast, Le Fur reported a feeling of triumph that 
the report was overwhelmingly accepted at the council. He also took enor- 
mous pride that, in the end, the text incorporated many points important to 
the union, including “the potential impacts of cmos on farmer autonomy 
and on farmers in developing countries” (personal communication, Novem- 
ber 17, 1999). The report, the product of considerable compromise and nego- 
tiation, contained elements of a solidarity-based view of cmos that might 
not have ever been presented to a public advisory body. 

After a year of intensive study and research, Le Fur and the rest of the 
Confédération Paysanne research team had become self-taught experts. 
They proved themselves capable of nuanced reflection in a variety of techni- 
cal as well as social and economic domains. For the Confédération Paysanne, 
the report had particular meaning. The text demonstrated the intellectual 
abilities of paysans in a broader sociopolitical context. The council report 
did have cultural weight, and it embodied the Confédération Paysanne’s 
ongoing struggle to establish itself as a major stakeholder in governmental 
bodies, and as a union of competent political actors capable of intellectual 


accomplishments. 


Conclusion 


When considering the union’s historical and cultural ambiance, it is easy to 
appreciate actors’ initial hesitance in taking a public stance on cmos. Clearly 
the union hoped to appear modern and forward thinking. But it also sought 
to express a solidaire rationality of agriculture that stands at odds with the 
instrumental rationality surrounding Gmo technology. As time went on and 
union members consulted activists in the Global South, many in the activist 
wing began to gain confidence in the validity of their own anti-cMo posi- 
tion. While still relying on riskocentric arguments during the first phase of 
the French debate, the union also continued to fortify its solidaire critique. 
This solidaire rationality would become more pronounced on a public level 
after 1999 in a way that no one could have ever imagined. 

The union’s solidaire rationality of agriculture was crucial, but gaining 
acceptance in French policymaking circles was also a key objective. Le Fur’s 


report circulated through networks of experts, activists, and powerful in- 
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stitutions, transforming each actor who produced it. As a form of gover- 
nance, the text both disciplined and empowered its authors. While Le Fur 
and his staff made many instrumental concessions, they also used the text as 
a mechanism to establish the Confédération Paysanne as a legitimate player 


within a larger political machine. 


6 
The Trial of the cmos 


Deploying Discourses from Risk 
to Globalization 


The Confédération Paysanne’s anti-GMo campaign is a story of an 
alternate production rationality that gained ascendancy within a de- 
bate about food and agriculture. It is an account about how this alter- 
nate rationality represents a counterhegemony that opened a space 
for a solidaire as well as an instrumental rationality of agriculture 
and science. Actors in the Confédération Paysanne began to speak 
more publicly about GMos, venturing increasingly outside the domi- 
nant discourse of risk. Their success in popularizing a solidaire ratio- 
nality is linked to a kind of cultural clout the union was able to cul- 
tivate that established its members as paysans rather than scientific 
experts within the broader anti-cmo network. The Confédération 
Paysanne’s first major anti-GMo direct action, The Trial of the cmos, 
gained José Bové and the union public attention and credibility suf- 
ficient to popularize an alter-globalization perspective to advance a 


broader solidaire rationality of agriculture in the public domain. 


Chapter Six 


The Confédération Paysanne’s Direct-Action Wing 


JOSE BOVE AND RENE RIESEL 

Key figures in the Confédération Paysanne, such as Guy Le Fur, emphasized 
a lobbying approach, choosing to reform existing political bodies to inform 
agricultural policy. While Bové and René Riesel commended Le Fur’s tri- 
umphs, they add a complementary approach to achieving the union’s ob- 
jectives. By promoting a direct-action strategy, these leaders drew from the 
Confédération Paysanne’s roots in Paysans-Travailleurs, the strike of May 
1968, and the Larzac. The union was never split into two camps, though. 
Bové even joined Le Fur’s research team in preparing the report for the Con- 
seil Economique et Sociale. Bové appreciated the symbolic meaning of the 
project, and he went to great lengths to research and to provide informa- 
tion to Le Fur regarding cmos’ relevance to French agriculture. By the same 
token, union leaders unanimously decided to publicly and financially sup- 
port the direct actions spearheaded by Riesel and Bové as they unfolded after 
January 1998. Even when expressing concerns about reinforcing the image 
of paysans as casseurs, the union stood by its members when they took a 
direct-action approach. 

The Confédération Paysanne’s direct-action campaign began in January 
1998 in the southern town of Nérac. The campaign continued through the 
spring of 1999 in a series of “crop pulls,” culminating in an anti-McDonald’s 
action headed up by Bové in August 1999. Bové and Riesel eventually parted 
ways over ideological differences at the end of that year. But for a period of 
time, these two potent personalities played a major role in putting into place 
an alter-globalization critique of Mos that would eventually influence not 
only the activist terrain in France but the international arena as well. The two 
activists share much in common. Bové and Riesel, both néo-ruraux (those 
born outside the paysan world), were influenced by the events of May 1968. 
Then they turned to the farming life in their youth after being alienated by 
French postwar political and economic culture. For Bové, his dissatisfac- 
tion with French society originally stemmed from a rejection of militarism. 
For Riesel, the culture of consumer capitalism engendered a kind of cultural 
emptiness associated with late-modern society (Polanyi 1957; Polanyi and 
Pearson 1977). For both actors, the paysan identity represented an attempt to 
build a more meaningful way of life. Rural living provided a potent vantage 
point from which to understand and change the world. 
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RENE RIESEL: SITUATIONIST PAYSAN 

I first met Riesel in February 1998 at the Confédération Paysanne’s head- 
quarters during his last days as a national secretary. I had heard a lot about 
Riesel at the union. Mostly I had been impressed with discussions regarding 
his intense political conviction, fierce intelligence, and passionate person- 
ality. Riesel agreed to an interview, and sat across from me at a table at union 
headquarters, chain-smoking hand-rolled cigarettes. His speech was rapid- 
fire, tinged with a southern accent. Riesel rattled off paragraphs, rather than 
sentences; he was so immersed in his own narrative that he barely made eye 
contact. I was impressed by what I perceived as a roiling set of contradic- 
tions. Riesel was humorous and ironic —yet dead serious in his conviction 
on political matters. He had a warm and engaging smile, but also a darting 
fervent look as he delivered stories about his life or about his critiques of the 
union. While firmly committed to the union, he also criticized it for not push- 
ing its goals far enough. 

At the time of the interview, Riesel was a short muscular man in his late 
forties with a ruddy complexion and sporting a goatee and roughly shorn 
jet-black hair. He was usually dressed in old jeans, hand-knit sweaters, and a 
pair of worn leather clogs. Riesel was constantly in the process of either roll- 
ing, lighting, or extinguishing a cigarette. He was born in Algiers in 1950 and 
is the son of Jewish immigrants. His mother, a Sephardic Jew, was raised in 
Algeria, while his father grew up under the Austro-Hungarian Empire and 
became a watchmaker and jeweler. Riesel’s father was a communist, nur- 
turing in Riesel a critique of the capitalist system. Riesel’s father met his 
wife after moving to Algeria in the early 1940s, seeking asylum from Hun- 
gary’s increasingly anti-Semitic political climate. After the Algerian war, 
when Riesel was twelve, the family moved to Paris, where Riesel attended 
high school for a brief time. He recalls being teased for being an Arab. He 
was often the target of ethnic epithets, being called a pied noir, a pejora- 
tive and racist French slang term for Algerians that suggests they are people 
with black or dirty feet. When recalling the insults, he smiled wryly, saying, 
“What do you want? Of course I was happy when kids didn’t see me as truly 
French. I hated the French.” At sixteen, Riesel became increasingly disen- 
chanted with public school. He dropped out and was drawn toward vari- 
ous anarchist and communist circles. It was then that he began a lifelong 


engagement with revolutionary ideas and the communist movement. After 
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participating in the Congres Anarchiste (Anarchist Congress) in 1967, Riesel 
briefly attended the University de Nanterre. At that time, Nanterre was a cul- 
tural and political center that wildly excited Riesel. 

At Nanterre, in the spring of 1968, Riesel broke with the Communist 
Party and became the youngest member of the infamous anarchist group Les 
Enragés (The Enraged Ones). Les Enragés was a small but powerful group 
of five activists who banded together with the Situationist Internationale 
(Situationist International), an even more powerful group of anarchists who 
developed an avant-garde critique of postwar consumer-capitalist France. 
Building on the philosophy of Guy Debord, the Situationist Internationale 
members saw their mission as helping French society discover the spectacular 
abomination that postwar France had become. For Debord, “spectacular so- 
ciety” was forged out of notions of progress and modernity, ideas that trans- 
lated into forms of modern technology, architecture, consumer capitalism, 
entertainment, and the media. According to Debord, under late capitalism, 
“The Spectacle” comes to increasingly dominate the sociocultural landscape 
and reduces humanity to a passive consumer and viewer of the machina- 
tions of capitalist society itself (Plant 1992). To put an end to the meaning- 
less spectacle of society, the Situationist Internationale members created 
counterspectacles in churches, classrooms, sidewalks, and cafés through 
street theater, graffiti, and art installations in city squares. The sensibility 
was often absurd. A man and woman might lie down naked inside a public 
fountain, imitating its nude sculpted classical figures. Or they might paint 
sayings like “L'université, c’est la peinture,” “University is paint,” across the 
walls of an old university building. Together, the Situationist Internationale 
and Les Enragés were responsible for providing much of the sensibility, aes- 
thetics, and theory behind the events of May 1968 (Plant 1992, 73). 

Riesel was soon elected president of the Committee de L’Occupation de 
la Sorbonne (Occupation Committee of the Sorbonne) on May 14, 1968. This 
committee was charged with overseeing the ongoing occupation of the Sor- 
bonne by students, workers, and others involved in the May events. One 
month later, he joined the Situationist Internationale, becoming a fervent 
member until his exclusion in 1971. When reflecting on his time in the group, 
he laughed, recalling, “What was truly great about the Situationist organiza- 
tion is that eventually, everyone was expelled —just the way the communists 
expelled their members. We even sent letters to people who were never even 


members of the Situationists, informing them of their expulsion.” 
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In contrast to the authoritarianism of the Communist Party and scien- 
tific Marxism, Les Enragés and Situationist Internationale emphasized free 
association, nonorganization, and artistic and “libidinal self-expression” as 
antidotes to the perceived lifelessness of a highly consumerist society (Plant 
1992, 75). The revolution, they believed, would be fought spontaneously 
as workers, students, and everyday people realized what a boring spectacle 
postwar society had become (Debord 1967). During the major strikes and 
demonstrations of May 1968, Les Enragés and Situationist Internationale 
helped shape the mass mobilization of workers and students who, in an un- 
precedented alliance, called fora set of major reforms in such domains as fac- 
tories, retail stores, and universities. Even though May 1968 was marked by 
sets of material demands, the events were distinct because they incorporated 
earlier psychological and aesthetic movements such as surrealism, Dadaism, 
and Freudianism, forming a potent activist cocktail. Both groups encour- 
aged creative acts of spontaneity such as writing poetry on factory and uni- 
versity walls, occupying theaters for sites of debate, and constructing street 
barricades out of pillows and couches while prancing around the streets in 
fanciful costumes. 

When I asked him about his current political identity, Riesel recalled that 
while his ideas had matured over the years, he still mostly identified as a 
Situationist. “If I agree with anything,’ Riesel said, chortling, “I guess I still 
agree with Situationism. My political analysis is still very much inspired by 
the ideas associated with May 1968.” When the events of May 1968 came toa 
close, Riesel reports he fell into a depression, and “hid out” in Paris until the 
age of twenty-two. In 1972, he and his common-law wife, Francoise, moved 
to the country with Francoise’s young son from a previous marriage. They 
decided to become farmers. “I had to leave,” Riesel said. “You had the feeling 
that life had disappeared completely from Paris. Les Halles was being turned 
into a shopping mall” (personal communication, October 10, 1998). When 
Riesel and Françoise left Paris to become néo-ruraux, Riesel asserted that 
they never identified with the more romantic back-to-the-land movements 
that emerged in France in the early 1970s. For Riesel, such movements were 
influenced by the hippie ideologies of U.S. Americans. He found such trends 
politically unappealing in their naiveté and lack of analysis of “the system.” 
His decision to move to the country was not particularly political or idealist; 
it represented a personal attempt to remove himself from a “deadening Paris 


in the wake of 1968” (personal communication, October 18, 1998). Riesel ex- 
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pressed cynicism for French ecologists that did “the hippie back-to-the-land 
thing, trying to bring life back into the rural.” For Riesel, such movements 
are “ridiculous, because at this point in history, the rural can never really be 
more than an annex to the global market.” 

Riesel and Francoise moved with their son to the southeast near Papillon. 
Riesel described the area as economically depressed and arid. It was a region 
where sheep farming was practically the only agricultural option. They also 
decided to raise sheep to protect the land from the kind of disuse that re- 
sulted in disastrous forest fires. After ten years, Rene and Francoise tired of 
living among what Riesel describes as “parochial and inhospitable villagers 
suspicious of young out-of-towners who wanted to farm. . . . These villagers 
preferred to sell unused land to wealthy Germans to build their summer 
houses.” In 1983 Riesel and Francoise moved to Lozere, a nearly deserted 
area in southwestern France, tended mostly by sheep farmers: “This time we 
showed up with our sheep and things went over much better. Now we looked 
like farmers. You should see it there, though. It’s like Siberia, a very difficult 
place to farm and live, but the community is much more welcoming; far less 
xenophobic” (personal communication, October 18, 1998). 

Riesel joined the regional body of the Confédération Paysanne in the 
early 1990s. In our discussions, he emphasized that he did not decide to join 
the union out of political idealism: “I joined the union because I wanted 
some form of political affiliation after years of isolation in the rural world.” 
From the beginning, Riesel had concerns regarding reformist aspects of 
the Confédération Paysanne’s political agenda. When he finally joined the 
union, he said, it was because he ultimately supported its “overall agricul- 
tural policy.” In 1994 Riesel was elected a national secretary. He describes his 
first two years as a national secretary as generally positive and stimulating. 
During this time he fully committed to playing a defining role in the Con- 
fédération Paysanne’s anti-cMo campaign, working side by side with Bové, 
a fellow activist and sheep farmer. 

The second part of Riesel’s term, however, proved problematic. During 
his last year as a national secretary, tensions mounted when Riesel could 
not fulfill his responsibilities. When union leaders learned that his absence 
was due to family illness, they expressed sympathy, finally understanding 
why Riesel was unable to consistently make the weekly journey to Paris. Yet 
criticisms of Riesel mounted once again following an anti-emo action he 


planned with Bové in the town of Nérac. The criticism was not necessarily 
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about the action itself, but about the fact that Bové and Riesel had conducted 
the action without first consulting the union. Riesel, in turn, often expressed 
critical feelings of the Confédération Paysanne. According to Riesel, the 
Confédération Paysanne’s major limitation was that it “fell prey to popular 
discourses surrounding democracy.” For Riesel, underlying the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne’s reformist approach is a belief in social democracy and the 


power of transparency to democratize knowledge about GMos: 


At the Conf., we diverge on the issue of democracy. They believe that if 
things [about cmos] are decided transparently, then they can distinguish 
between good and bad cmos. There are some who think that genetically 
modified rice is good in certain situations in the Third World, etc. But really, 
[cmos] are a question of man’s place, how the whole of life is becoming mar- 
ginal and artificial, how we are slowly becoming a society in which the cir- 
culation of commodities becomes the sole important thing, and how men be- 
come but a support for this system. Little improvements, little reforms, just 


reinforce the situation. (Personal communication, October 18, 1998) 


Riesel has a critique of what he calls citoyenité (citizenism), which he regards 
as endemic to the culture of the politically correct. According to Riesel, 
popular discourses on citizen participation, notions of organizing from the 
bottom up, and the new flurry of political organizing on behalf of formal 
associations is constitutive of a welfare state in which “citizens act to make 
life more tolerable within an otherwise intolerable system.” The Confédé- 
ration Paysanne fits within this kind of “accommodating milieu” (personal 
communication, October 18, 1998). 

In many of our discussions, Riesel reported feeling ideologically isolated 
within the union. His deeper political ties were to a group of intellectuals 
in Paris whose analysis and sensibility trace back to May 1968. The group 
chose to go by no name and rejected a stable form of membership and or- 
ganizational structure, consistent with its ties to Situationism. The group 
functioned as a loose cluster of individuals who shared similar political con- 
cerns. They met often to plan various forms of direct action and to partici- 
pate in writing and publishing leaflets, pamphlets, and a monograph series, 
including a series on GMOs written by Riesel. Riesel introduced me to mem- 
bers of this group, and I met regularly with them during my time in Paris. I 
found the dozen or so members of this group to be intellectually stimulating, 


ood humored, and passionate, ranging in age from seventeen to seventy. 
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For hours, we would lounge around the Parisian apartment of some former 
Situationists, drinking coffee, smoking cigarettes, and cheerfully arguing 
over various political issues. At some point in the meeting (often a day-long 
affair on a Sunday), we would find ourselves in someone’s kitchen, prepar- 
ing a fancy, oddly shaped pizza, or cooking up a chicken or two for dinner. It 
was this activist group that convinced Riesel to become active on the issue 
of GMOs in 1998. Group members recalled spray-painting a series of anti- 
GMO messages on symbolic and powerful institutions in Paris. They seemed 
to take pleasure in the fact that no one seemed to have any idea who was re- 
sponsible for the enigmatic anti-emo graffiti (which was written at a time 
when most people in Paris had no idea what a GMo was). Some also surmise 
that this group organized La Bataille de la Villette. 


JOSE BOVE: FROM THE LARZAC TO NERAC 

Like Riesel, Bové was a key actor at the Confédération Paysanne in launch- 
ing the union’s direct-action campaign. Anytime I mentioned my interest in 
GMOs, union members would ask, “Have you spoken with Bové?” I first met 
Bové at the Confédération Paysanne headquarters. The former national sec- 
retary now often traveled to Paris from his farm in southern France to assist 
Le Fur in shaping the report for the Conseil Economique et Sociale. At first 
Bové seemed wary of meeting me, the woman whom he called “the Ameri- 
can student.” He laughed wryly at the idea of a U.S. American anthropolo- 
gist studying farmers from the Confédération Paysanne. He was even more 
put off when I informed him that I had a research fellowship at the Centre de 
Sociologie de l Innovation (Center for the Sociology of Innovation). Being a 
doctoral fellow at the Centre meant that I was stationed at one of Paris’s most 
elite engineering schools, which had close ties to the French government. 
“So you're a little spy,” he smiled dryly. He warmed up slightly when I told 
him a bit about my own activist history in the U.S. ecology movement. He 
became even more welcoming during a lunch break one day when I told him 
that I too had participated in anti-McDonald’s actions. At lunch I had over- 
heard him describe some of the anti-McDonald’s actions he had been orga- 
nizing. Sitting beside him, I responded with genuine enthusiasm. I described 
similar movements in Vermont, where activists worked long and hard to keep 
the chain out of their towns. One day, following a meeting, Bové presented 
me with a gift, a short book that he found interesting written by Paul Aries. 
A Little Anti-McDo Manual: For the Young and Old (1999) analyzes McDon- 
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ald’s from what I’d call a perspective that anticipates the anti-McDonald’s 
sentiment that would grow around the emerging alter-globalization move- 
ment a few years later. 

I was continually impressed by Bové’s political sense of humor. For 
several years he had been constructing farms of the future inside various 
McDonald’s restaurants with other paysans in his area in southwest France. 
Within minutes, about twenty paysans would quickly scurry into the restau- 
rant, spreading topsoil and a few farm animals onto the floors to the surprise 
of workers and locals eating burgers. After setting up the “farm,” he and the 
other union paysans would put down blankets and picnic baskets, readying 
to enjoy their lunch on the floor. For about thirty minutes they would recline, 
passing back and forth bottles of wine, wheels of cheese, and blocks of paté. 
Such a lengthy action would be unthinkable in the U.S., where police would 
arrive at the scene ready to arrest activists immediately. But in France, there 
is a public culture of respect surrounding union members generally. Police 
know that it makes for bad press to show state authorities such as the police 
displaying aggression toward union leaders and members. 

Bové is a short man with a muscular build. He has red cheeks and a Fu 
Manchu mustache that he often combed with his fingers as he spoke. Like 
Riesel, Bové is a smoker. At any given moment he was attending to some 
aspect of pipe smoking. After removing the tobacco from a worn leather 
pouch, he fit the tobacco into the pipe with a small metal instrument, stir- 
ring, lighting, puffing, and relighting. Bové’s pipe smoking effectively punc- 
tuated and slowed down his otherwise pistol-speed delivery of bold articu- 
lations. It also seemed to disarm others who encountered him, as he always 
seemed somewhat distracted by his ongoing attention to the pipe. Dispersed 
throughout his confident assertions, Bové would flash a warm smile, exhal- 
ing a plume of sweet-smelling smoke, speaking slowly and forcefully, with 
authority. 

Like Riesel, Bové is a néo. He laughed when telling me the profession 
of his parents: molecular biologists who work at the Institut National de 
la Recherche Agronomique (French National Institute for Agricultural Re- 
search). After he first learned about the Gmo issue, Bové was surprised when 
he found out the technology was based on the field of molecular biology — 
though his parents worked in issues of human, not plant, genetics. Bové was 
born into a middle-class Catholic family in Bordeaux. When he was four to 
seven, Bové lived with his family in Berkeley, California. His parents were 
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engaged in scientific research at the University of California, and he remem- 
bers having a pleasant time attending an American elementary school. After 
returning to Paris, he completed elementary school and Jesuit high school. 
At seventeen, Bové decided not to attend university as planned and instead 
moved back to his family’s home in Bordeaux. Like many in his generation, 
he had been enchanted by the events of 1968. He was subsequently dismayed 
with mainstream French capitalist society and looked elsewhere for inspira- 
tion and direction. 

At seventeen Bové was inspired to join the antiwar movement as a consci- 
entious objector. To avoid the draft, he hid in a southern farming village. It 
was there that Bové discovered a Catholic pacifist movement called L’Arche 
(The Arch). L’Arche was a rural religious community based on Gandhian 
principles of active nonviolence. Of the ten LArche communities scattered 
through France, one was engaged in the antinuclear and antiwar move- 
ments. The L’Arche community that Bové joined was located fifty kilometers 
from the region known as the Larzac. According to Bové, L’Arche was the 
first organization to make contact with Larzac farmers. Upon learning of 
the struggle of Larzac farmers, L'Arche sought to support the farmers’ fight 
against the government’s attempt to confiscate their lands to expand a mili- 
tary base. According to Bové, the fact that L’Arche was a religious organi- 
zation gave cultural legitimacy to the traditional Larzac farmers. LArche 
provided a cultural bridge between the antiwar movement and the Larzac 
farmers’ movement. It was L’Arche that encouraged local priests and bish- 
ops to join the struggle of the Larzac farmers. According to Bové, once reli- 
gious authorities decided to publicly support the farmers’ struggle, L’Arche 
was able to legitimize the antinuclear dimension of the movement. L’Arche 
opened the door for nonfarmers such as political activists to become part of 
the struggle. Bové recalls: 


As soon as religious authorities recognized the resistance, Larzac paysans 
started accepting people from the outside. But in general, Larzac paysans 
made the decisions. Everyone else listened and gave their support. The anti- 
war activists, antinuclear activists, anarchists, extreme Leftists, [and] ecolo- 
gists were there to help, not to lead. Suddenly it seemed, over one hundred 
towns expressed their support. For the first time, people came together 
around a common theme, transcending their differences. There was a radi- 


cal element that hadn’t been introduced before into the paysan milieu. The 
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movement really helped solidify the paysan struggle that led to the forma- 
tion of the Confédération Paysanne. In 1973, Bernard Lambert came to Lar- 
zac, and Paysans-Travailleurs became a national movement. (Personal com- 


munication, November 2, 1999) 


In 1976, along with his then wife, Alice, and their newborn daughter, Bové 
joined the paysans in the struggle surrounding the Larzac. For more than 
a year, activists had begun occupying abandoned farms bought by outside 
speculators. Bové and Alice took up residence in an empty farm and began 
raising sheep. In this endeavor, Bové drew from the farming expertise he 
had acquired two years earlier when hiding in a rural village as a conscien- 
tious objector. 

For five years Bové and his family illegally squatted on the Larzac farm- 
land along with many other paysan families. But then in 1981, François Mit- 
terrand and his Socialist Party came to power in France. Responding to popu- 
lar pressure, Mitterrand granted the squatters permanent ownership of the 
land. But the former squatters wanted to do more than simply divide the land 
among themselves into private parcels. Instead they decided to share the 
land collectively. According to Bové, the Larzac squatters sought to demon- 
strate the possibility of a solidaire logic of agriculture. They wanted to show 
the potential of collective ownership of land and a solidarity-based way of 
life: “When granted the land, we decided to manage it collectively, show- 
ing the Socialist government that there was another way to manage land. We 
had fought for the paysan right to work the land, not to own it. We formed a 
contract with the state in which seventy-five farms would collectively own 
the land, about one hundred people in all. And over the years, most of us are 
still involved in sheep farming” (Bové, personal communication, Novem- 
ber 2, 1999). 

After winning the right to farm the Larzac land, Bové entered yet another 
set of struggles. Beginning in 1986, Bové began a nearly decade-long cam- 
paign against the Roquefort industry, which had established a production 
minimum for producers of ewe’s milk. A major triumph came later, in 1994. 
That year, Bové led the Confédération Paysanne’s fight for the right to repre- 
sentation in industry bodies that determined such norms as price setting for 
ewe’s milk. This campaign was particularly significant for the union because 
this right had been historically enjoyed exclusively by farmers in the FNSEA. 


During the 1980s and 1990s, Bové was also a key union representative in the 
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Sydicat des Producteurs de Lait de Brebis (Sheep’s Milk Producers’ Union), 
a body that negotiated regularly with the Roquefort industry for a fair price 
and production minimum. Bové played a central role in the union, work- 
ing not only on a regional or departmental level but also on a national level. 
Bové served as a Confédération Paysanne national secretary while also be- 
coming leader of the union’s national committee on sheep milk production. 
In addition he played a key advisory role in Le Fur’s council report on GMos 
in 1997. 

Like many others in the union, Bové shifted his focus slightly when he 
became more aware of cmos in the mid-1990s. Bové learned of the cmo 
question through the Confédération Paysanne and international networks. 
Bové was an active member of both the Coordination Paysanne Européenne 
(European Peasants Coordination) and La Via Campesina, and through 
these groups, he learned of the potential impacts of GMos on small farmers 
worldwide. In 1997, Bové began to participate in some initial anti-cmo ac- 
tions in his local region, focusing mainly on crop pulls of genetically modi- 
fied fields that went barely noticed by the media. In France, there is a law 
that requires transparency regarding the location of field trials of cmos. 
Each town cultivating genetically modified crops as experimental field trials 
is legally obligated to publicize the precise location at the town prefecture. 
Walking through fields to uproot genetically modified crops (engaging in 
a crop pull) thus became a logical and practical form of nonviolent direct 
action by members of the Confédération Paysanne during 1997 (and it con- 
tinues to this day). 

Crop pulls serve as symbolic actions that aim to draw media and public 
attention to the existence of GMos in local and national contexts. In prepara- 
tion for the crop pull, Confédération Paysanne farmers inform the police in 
advance, alerting them of the exact time and place of the crop pull, and sum- 
mon the media. They trudge through fields carrying large garbage bags, fill- 
ing as many as possible. Crop pulls usually culminate when the participants 
load the garbage bags onto tractors and haul them to the center of a village. 
In a spirit of celebration, activists then drop the bags before the building 
of the town prefecture. I was always amazed by the relaxed sensibility that 
flowed through the event, beginning to end. In the United States, in con- 
trast, such actions would prove nearly impossible and quite dangerous. Field 
trials of genetically modified crops are considered private information and 


their whereabouts are classified. Most U.S. Americans do not engage in crop 
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pulls because they constitute a felony in many states. Activists could also 
risk their own personal safety if caught by armed police in the fields. There 
was only one crop pull in U.S. history that was executed successfully. And 
even this one is little known outside the small U.S. anti-emo movement. It 
took place early in the U.S. movement, in 1987. One night, just outside San 
Francisco, an anonymous group of ecological activists pulled out a field of 
genetically modified strawberry plants. Scientists at the University of Cali- 
fornia had inserted into the plant’s genome a gene for frost resistance that 
they removed from the pna of a cold-water fish. The hope was to design a 
strain of strawberries that could grow in very cold climates. Frost-resistant 
strawberries were never successful or commercialized. Yet the image of this 
genetically modified entity lives on as a mythical icon of emo history. It re- 
mains a mainstay in the repertoire of anti-cMo activists globally. At nearly 
any demonstration against GMOs there are activists dressed up as creatures 
that are half strawberry and half fish. 

The French crop pull remains a source of fascination to me. I am amazed 
that union members actually call the police and media before crop pulls. 
I find it even more incredible that activists go about their business in the 
middle of the day, while police stand by, doing nothing to deter their activity. 
When I would ask Bové about the candidness of the event, he simply replied, 
“Why bother doing a crop pull if no one sees it?” 


The Trial of the cmos 


By the late 1990s, Bové and Riesel had spent considerable time together in 
the union and various sheep farmers’ organizations. They also shared a simi- 
lar analysis of agriculture, capitalism, and cmos. By the end of 1997, the two 
decided to plan an anti-emo action come January in southern France that 
would target Novartis’s genetically modified corn, the Gmo that stood front 
and center of French political controversy. On January 8, 1998, Bové, Riesel, 
and about one hundred union paysans entered a Novartis storage plant in 
Nérac (in the Lot-et-Garonne region). After splitting several sacks open with 
knives, the paysans let loose three tons of corn across the floor. The paysans 
then sprayed piles of golden kernels with water hoses found in the facility. 
Bové and Riesel were subsequently arrested, along with the Confédération 
Paysanne activist Francois Roux. 


News of the arrests and the incident was met with mixed sentiments at 
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Confédération Paysanne headquarters in Bagnolet. I remember, months 
afterward, discussing with Confédération Paysanne leaders and salariers 
Bové and Riesel’s decision to execute the action. Guy Le Fur admitted that 
when he first heard of the action, he was a bit concerned: “Things like this 
have to be done carefully, they take careful planning. Or else we end up look- 
ing like rioters [casseurs]” (personal interview, May 11, 1998). For the union 
speaker, Francois Dufour, his initial apprehension stemmed from the fact 
that neither Bové nor Riesel had contacted Confédération Paysanne leaders 
for consultation before taking action: “They simply decided to do it and that 
was that” (François Dufour, personal communication, May 11, 1999). For 
one salarier, a key organizer of the Confédération Paysanne’s anti-cMo cam- 
paign, news of the action spelled chaos: “After learning of the event, it took 
weeks to prepare an entire press kit and to figure out how to deal with all 
of the inquiries, all of the press. It would have been good to have had some 
notice.” Despite the reservations of various actors, I never sensed outright 
condemnation or rancor among anyone at the union. Most seemed generally 
bemused by the work of Bové and Riesel and never questioned whether the 
union would support them. “They are our men and we will support them” 
was a common refrain I heard from leaders such as Le Fur and Dufour. 
Although the Confédération Paysanne contains divergent viewpoints on 
strategy, it remains unified when supporting its members. 


THE RISK SIDE OF THE TRIAL: A DEBATE ABOUT SCIENCE 

Soon after their arrest, Bové and Riesel set about considering a discur- 
sive strategy for the upcoming trial. They designed an action redolent of the 
ironic and symbolic sensibilities of their forebears in the new paysan move- 
ments and the absurdist activists of May 1968. Ina spirit of the ridiculous, the 
two activists named their own hearing the Trial of the cmos. They would not 
allow the court to contest the legitimacy of their own actions. Instead they 
turned the event on its head. Bové and Riesel were to challenge the legiti- 
macy of agricultural biotechnology itself. By the trial’s end, the three who 
were arrested received a suspended sentence of several months of imprison- 
ment. For Bové and Riesel, however, their “loss” in court and the resulting 
suspended sentences were of little consequence. Triumph lay in the abundant 
media following their arrests. For weeks, news stories spun out in the press 
publicly presenting the duo’s provocative set of emo discourses. The trial 


itself was suspended in a tension between two logics, one solidaire and one 
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instrumental. Bové and Riesel consistently drew upon a solidaire logic that 
openly criticized corporate greed and that demanded dignity and autonomy 
for paysans across the globe. But they also relied heavily on the instrumental 
expertise delivered by scientists who were summoned to support their cause. 

The Trial of the cmos is an excellent case for applying ant, particularly 
the question of how nonhuman actors, actants, always play a central role in 
debates about science. ANT is a framework generated over time by a series 
of theorists interested in studying the process of technoscience innovation 
and contestation (see Latour 1986, 1987, 1988a, 1988b, 1991; Callon 1986a, 
1986b, 1987, 1997). ANT transcends the realist-constructivist binary, which 
suggests, for instance, that risks related to cmos are either real or socially 
constructed (not real). Within the rubric of ant, the Bt corn that was de- 
bated in the trial is indeed a real object in the material sense. But it is also 
real as a cultural object. While Bt corn is material, composed of biological 
germ plasma, it is also the result of cultural-scientific enterprise. Like all 
human inventions, Bt corn has both material and cultural dimensions that 
are equally physically real and socially constructed. As a hybrid material and 
cultural object, Bt corn is also an actant. While lacking the conscious agency 
of a human, the Bt corn nonetheless demonstrates a nascent ability to act in 
particular ways. As an actant in this story, Bt corn shaped the French debate 
about cmos by presenting previously unimagined effects and consequences 
within the greater network of actors engaged with cmos. Bt corn has the 
ability to confound experts with its undeterminable effects. It is precisely 
the corn’s ability to generate confusion that drove the Trial of the cmos. The 
Bt corn’s indeterminate implications on health and environment moved sets 
of actors to mobilize around the corn. If Bt corn induced absolute scientific 
certainty about its unanticipated effects, there would be no Trial of the cmos. 
There would be no national controversy at this time. By failing to present 
certainty, Bt corn acted on the humans in the Gmo network, inciting them to 
speak for or against it with great rigor. 

At the trial, the actor-network notion of symmetry was at play. Symmetry 
is the idea that human and nonhuman actors together coproduce networks 
such as social movements. On the one hand, we see human actors such as 
scientists, farmers, and legal and media agents. On the other hand, there is 
the Bt corn. While the human actors argue for or against the corn, the corn 
acts upon various actors’ sense of certainty, uncertainty, moral understand- 


ings, and so on. Although a sack of Bt corn never took the stand at the trial, 
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its name was invoked endlessly as it played upon actors’ sense of what is real 
and unreal, risky and nonrisky, and right and wrong. 

To defend the farmers (and to defame the Bt corn), Bové and Riesel gener- 
ated a network of recognized Parisian scientists. Bové and Riesel convinced 
a set of prestigious scientists to take the day-long journey to the southern 
town. In particular, they invited the molecular biologist Gilles-Eric Seralini 
of the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (French National Cen- 
ter for Scientific Research). In addition, they invited the biologist Jacques 
Testard from the Institut National de la Recherche Agronomique (French 
National Institute for Agronomic Research), and Richard Lacey (British 
microbiologist and specialist in BSE or mad cow disease). In numerous press 
releases following the trial, Lacey was quoted as discussing the risks asso- 
ciated with the Bt corn, calling for the judge to consider a “logic of precau- 
tion” (Marris et al. 2004, 7). 

Along with Bové and Riesel, the Bt corn coproduced a major press event, 
again drawing the media in with notions of uncertainty. Together the activ- 
ists and the corn invoked media agents to cover a trial in which various actors 
discussed the degree of Bt-related risk. Arguments of risk and precaution 
saturated the general discourse. On January 10, 1998, Le Monde, France’s 
most popular newspaper, published an article describing the action as an at- 
tempt to “alert the public about the dangers that could affect the health of 
humanity by transmitting resistance to certain antibiotics” (Da Silva 1998; 
my translation). La Dépeche, a popular news magazine, also ran a series of 
articles during the week of the trial. In one story, the magazine featured a 
cartoon in which a journalist interviews a scientist whose face is half corn- 
cob, half human. The caption reads, “You're sure transgenics pose no risk?” 
(Levalier 1998; my translation). 

During the trial, scientists and farmer activists alike invoked previous sci- 
ence crises to bolster their claims about the risks associated with cmos. In 
particular, a contaminated-blood scandal from the early 1990s surfaced as 
a central theme running through the testimony of Riesel, Bové, and the in- 
vited scientists (see Hermitte 1995). This contaminated-blood scandal began 
in 1991. The scientific controversy was set in motion when the journalist 
Anne-Marie Casteret published an article in a popular news magazine show- 
ing that France’s national center for blood transfusion knowingly adminis- 
tered potentially contaminated blood to patients between 1984 and 1985. In 
this tragic affair, French scientists allowed blood they knew to be potentially 
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contaminated with H1v to enter the pool of donor blood used in public hos- 
pitals for transfusions. When tried in a court of law, it was found that the 
scientists failed to use available U.S.-patented tests capable of determining 
the blood’s safety. The accused scientists admitted that they were waiting to 
use soon-to-be-released French tests. Unfortunately the French tests were 
patented too late for some blood recipients. After several French citizens 
tested positive for HIV, the country was in an uproar as citizens considered 
the moral and rational authority of French scientists. The deeper meaning 
of the contaminated-blood issue linked, in the mind of the public, issues of 
power, self-interest, and science. For our purposes here, it also illustrates the 
role of anonhuman actant (such as blood) to animate a scientific debate born 
out of uncertainty. In this historic case, the public saw scientists who made 
decisions so their hospitals would receive monies for using a French, rather 
than a U.S., technology (Hermitte 1995, 3). In the mind of the public, scien- 
tists had acted like businesspeople, putting profit before human health. Like 
the Bt corn, the contaminated blood was more than a mere symbol or passive 
socially constructed thing. The blood, along with the scientists, coproduced 
a good deal of illness, death, confusion, and public mistrust in science bodies. 

At a key moment during the trial, the defense lawyer Marie-Christine 
Etelin turned to the tribunal. In a solemn voice, she asked the judges, “What 
would you have done in 1984 or 1985 in responding to doctors who had de- 
stroyed bags of contaminated blood?” (Etelin 1998). Etelin compared the 
destroyers of the Bt corn to the few scientists who did indeed save lives by 
destroying bags of blood that were potentially contaminated. The contami- 
nated blood, as an active nonhuman actor, played upon the consciences of 
those in the courtroom. 

A news article in Libération (France’s second major newspaper) on Janu- 
ary 11, 1998, featured a photograph of the Confédération Paysanne’s ban- 
ner in Nérac that read, “1985: Contaminé, 1998: Transgené” (1985: Contami- 
nated, 1998: Transgenized). Again, by comparing nonhuman actors such as 
Bt corn with contaminated blood, the paysans framed GMos as not only a 
problem of science and risk but also a problem of a science corrupted by 
negligence linked to self-interest and power. Without the element of unan- 
ticipated effects— generated first by blood, and then by corn — the network 
comprising the trial would have had little impact. 

It is also important to look at the theme of modernity that continually 


surfaced during the trial. In keeping with the union’s ongoing concern about 
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its modern status, the question of the Confédération Paysanne’s progres- 
sive sensibility was in full bloom. In February 1998, La Dépeche published 
an article by Claude Julien, the former chief editor of the journal Le Monde 
Diplomatique and a popular French Leftist intellectual. During the trial, 
Julien wrote the article “C’est nous qui sommes les modernes” (It is we who 
are modern). In the piece, Julien declares, “It is we who are modern, because 
we seek, in this democratic society, a real public debate on genetically modi- 
fied products” (February 1998) (my translation; emphasis added). The term 
modernity reverberated a good deal throughout the media coverage of the 
trial. In Julien’s statement, for instance, he uses the ecumenical we to show 
solidarity with the paysans who took action against cmos. In so doing, Julien 
challenges the idea of the backward paysan, asserting instead the modern 
and rational position of those who destroyed the corn. Julien thus empha- 
sizes the Confédération Paysanne’s ability to bring a rational analysis to its 
consideration of matters of society, democracy, and science. 

During a Confédération Paysanne meeting about a month after the trial, I 
presented an anxiously awaited copy of a New York Times article that covered 
the trial (an item that Le Fur and Bové had requested I bring to union head- 
quarters and translate) (New York Times, February 9, 1998). After a friend 
sent the article to me in the mail, I rushed it over to the union office. In my 
excitement to see the union featured in the Mew York Times, I did not even 
wait to read the article in advance. I sat reading from the paper among the 
paysans in the meeting room, translating as I went. All around me, paysans 
hung on every word, apparently pleased to see the union’s name printed, for 
the first time, in a major U.S. newspaper. After reading the usual narrative 
about how the group entered the Novartis plant, scattering containers of 
seed, I paused. I was stunned to hear myself read, “And then, the group of 
farmers proceeded to urinate on the corn.” As my voice trailed off, a thick 
curtain of silence fell over the room. A while later, paysans at the table began 
a round of head shaking and a chorus of “N’importe quoi!” (They’ll do any- 
thing at all!). Finally, the Confédération Paysanne leader Valentin Beauval 
exclaimed, “Great! We finally get mentioned in the New York Times, but it’s 
for pissing on corn! That’s how they think of us, not as people who know the 
science, the risks, but as ploucs!” Beauval’s comment crystallized the union’s 
sentiment completely. According to the paysans in the room that day, not 
just France but the entire world saw the Confédération Paysanne as a bunch 


of ploucs. Once again, the Confédération Paysanne was portrayed as a group 
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of antimodern paysans who fear rational science, throw eggs at science ex- 
perts, and piss on genetically modified corn. This is why the union relied on 
discourses of scientific risk during this phase of its anti-cmo campaign. Risk 
allowed the union to assert its status as a modern and rational player in an 


international science debate. 


THE ANTIGLOBALIZATION SIDE OF THE TRIAL: 
A DEBATE ABOUT PROFIT-SEEKING SCIENCE 

While relying on discourses of risk and science, Bové and Riesel also pub- 
licly introduced a new set of discourses about cmos that went beyond in- 
strumental notions of risk. They presented to the national and international 
press their own solidaire expertise as paysans and union workers uniquely 
situated to speak about cmos. So in addition to summoning knowledges 
related to genetic science, they asserted their own authority in matters of 
global capitalism, cultural homogenization, and the global implications of 
industrialized agriculture on rural and indigenous peoples. In so doing, the 
two paysans established themselves and the Confédération Paysanne as a 
dynamic and politicized site in the broader national and international anti- 
GMO network. By introducing the union’s solidaire rationality of nature and 
agriculture, the two paysans distinguished their position from naturalistic 
discourses of ecology groups such as Ecoropa. Ecoropa in particular, in its 
anti-cMo pamphlets and media communications, had tended to present a 
romantic and essentialist discourse about GMOs transgressing natural orders, 
allowing man to play god, or impinging on the pure world of nature. To 
the Confédération Paysanne, nature is not wild or presocial. The union pro- 
motes a socialized nature whose value is historical, cultural, aesthetic, and 
economic. For Bové and Riesel, nature-as-agriculture provides paysans with 
a viable and productive way of life. Linking questions of nature to issues 
of labor and capital resonated with many in the budding alter-globalization 
movement in France and internationally. 

What is also distinctive about Bové and Riesel’s discourse during the trial 
is that they invoked the French worker in relation to emos. They framed this 
worker as a small-scale farmer struggling to survive in a competitive inter- 
national agricultural economy. In so doing, they called for citizens to sup- 
port the struggle of a French union—something French citizens are accus- 
tomed to doing. Even today, while many in France express frustrations with 


the day-to-day inconveniences associated with union strikes, barricades, 
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and demonstrations, the public regards trade unions as integral to French 
society. Trade unions are generally regarded as a legitimate voice in public 
debates about labor as an active and constitutive force in social and political 
life. French unions tend to enjoy degrees of asylum from harsh treatment by 
French courts or police. It is rare that union members face police brutality 
when engaging in union activity that entails breaking a law. Union members 
are also generally exempted from severe jail sentences and fines. By fram- 
ing paysans at the trial as workers treated unfairly by agro-chemical corpo- 
rations, Bové and Riesel challenged the exploitation of French citizens by a 
capitalist system driving science. At the trial, Bové and Riesel point out that 
citizens’ tax dollars are spent to support public institutions seeking economic 
profit rather than promoting societal benefits. 

It is useful here to return briefly to the contaminated-blood scandal. In 
this case, we see a science question move beyond the risk discourses asso- 
ciated with contaminated blood. Similarly, in the trial, we see a science issue 
move beyond risk discourse. Through the discursive framing by Bové and 
Riesel, we see a science question transform into a discussion of the ways in 
which powerful institutions such as corporations or governments use science 
to maximize their own status and profit. By challenging the validity of indus- 
trial agriculture and of profit-seeking science research, Bové and Riesel de- 
mystified genetic science research. They transformed GMos into a mode of 
production worthy of public scrutiny. In so doing, they indirectly disrupted 
hegemonic notions about science as a wholly objective pursuit, standing out- 


side the domains of society and self-interest. 


BECOMING KEY PLAYERS IN THE EMERGING 
ALTER-GLOBALIZATION MOVEMENT 

For months after the event, news of the trial circulated through Internet- 
based alter-globalization listservs and websites, as well as through print- 
based magazines and journals. In celebrating the trial, international activist 
media hailed the “French farmers” who were heading up a new anti-cMo 
movement in Europe. Despite the fact that the world press remained igno- 
rant of the differences between large- and small-scale “French farmers,” 
Confédération Paysanne members took satisfaction in the first major action 
in their campaign. 

During the trial, the union carved out a unique position on global politics 


economics that resonated with the alter-globalization movement percolat- 
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ing within France and abroad. In France, the alter-globalization movement 
during the late 1990s focused on issues of GMos as well as popular intel- 
lectual critiques of neoliberal economics. The union summoned the testi- 
mony of members of ecology and consumer groups to strengthen its support 
base. In so doing, they enhanced the credibility of groups such as Green- 
peace France and Ecoropa. Groups that stand outside the existing system 
of political parties or trade unions often have difficulty being recognized as 
potent political actors. As such, they are historically unable to win broad- 
based support. At the trial, the Confédération Paysanne gave credibility to 
French ecology groups while also strengthening the union’s ties to interna- 
tional anti-cMo movements associated with Ecoropa and the British jour- 
nal Ecologist. The union received a big boost when Ecoropa invited one of 
the most prolific activist writers on the issue of Mos, Vandana Shiva, to the 
trial. Shiva flew to France to testify against Mos, presenting her own soli- 
daire perspective. At the trial, Shiva spoke out against the “commodification 
of life” by biological patents and against the disenfranchisement of peasants 
by multinational corporations seeking to patent and monopolize global food 
production (Shiva, personal communication, July 7, 1998). 

In the news stories following the trial, journalists often mentioned Shiva’s 
involvement. The idea of a scientist traveling from India to France to testify 
on behalf of paysans was intriguing. Several articles in popular magazines 
such as La Depeche described Shiva as having come to France to “speak on 
behalf of the Third World” (a claim that Shiva herself would never make) 
(Agence France Press, January 21, 1998). While such statements were in- 
accurate and politically problematic, they did underscore the international 
character of the Confédération Paysanne’s struggle and demonstrate the 
global nature of its support base. 

As the year following the trial wore on, it became clear that the direct 
action and its media-rich aftermath had helped the Confédération Paysanne 
further cement its place within France’s budding alter-globalization network. 
That year some union members began to engage with the prestigious intel- 
lectual and political journal Le Monde Diplomatique. Dufour began writ- 
ing for the journal on a range of political issues, reinforcing the new image 
of the Confédération Paysanne as the union of paysan intellectuals. At the 
end of 1998, Dufour became vice president of a French-based organization 
founded by a group of French thinkers associated with Le Monde Diploma- 


tique. This organization was called Association pour la Taxation des Trans- 


157 


Chapter Six 


actions Financières et pour l’Action Citoyenne (Association for the Taxation 
of Financial Transactions for the Aid of Citizens). To this day the group is 
exclusively known by its punchy acronym, aTTac. 

Founded in December 1998, ATTAC’s first objective was to demand taxa- 
tion on all national and global financial transactions. The rationale was two- 
fold. First, the group sought to establish a development fund for paysans 
and other groups marginalized from the market system. Second, the group’s 
founders yearned to stem the tide of stock market speculation that was driv- 
ing the neoliberal economic system. ATTAC is a remarkable French organi- 
zation. It has greatly succeeded in attracting considerable numbers of mem- 
bers and garnering media attention. But most interesting is that it is the first 
French-initiated grassroots social movement to attain the magnitude and 
status of an international organization. French politics tends to orbit around 
state-sponsored parties and unions. Associations outside this structure are 
generally limited, articulating power on the local or regional level, serving 
as interest groups rather than constituting international political forces. 
After its initial focus on financial speculation in France, ATTAC expanded 
its purview to address a range of issues related to neoliberal economics in 
countries throughout Africa, America, Asia, Europe, the Middle East, and 
North Africa. Today attrac members are active in more than forty coun- 
tries throughout the world, organizing around supranational organizations 
such as the World Trade Organization, the World Bank, and the International 
Monetary Fund. In addition, arrac has generated campaigns to end Third 
World debt and free-trade zones. ATTAC also works to halt the privatization 
of water and other public services in the Global South by multinational com- 
panies. As the organization itself attests, ATTAC promotes a solidaire ratio- 
nality, aiming to “propose concrete alternatives to neoliberal orthodoxy 
based on solidarity (www.attac.org /en/what-attac, 6). 

Julien, at the Trial of the Mos, presaged and perhaps facilitated the co- 
operation between the Confédération Paysanne and the Leftist intellectuals 
who ultimately founded ATTAC. Renowned for his alter-globalization edi- 
torials, Julien testified on behalf of the arrested, articulating a clear anti- 
neoliberal message. Throughout the trial, the Confédération Paysanne thus 
asserted itself as a key passage point within international networks for or- 
ganizations seeking a symbolic intermediary that could represent both the 
Global North and South. Through the work of Bové, Riesel, and others in the 
Confédération Paysanne, the French paysan emerged in the popular imagi- 
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nation as a hybrid entity: the French paysan was now symbol of the post- 
industrial peasant located within, yet disenfranchised from, powerful sites of 


capitalist accumulation. 


Conclusion 


In the Confédération Paysanne’s riskocentric phase of direct action, the 
union appealed to instrumental discourses of risk. At the same time it also 
became the first group in France to publicly present a solidarity-based cri- 
tique of cmos, highlighting the linkages among capital, science, and agri- 
culture. While Riesel and Bové were concerned with protecting the union’s 
modern status and allying themselves with key scientists, they also began to 
articulate a discourse of paysans and workers that established the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne as a key node in the emerging national and international 
alter-cMo movement. Despite dilemmas over modernity and strategy, the 
Confédération Paysanne became the first French organization to have the 
cultural credibility to generate a public debate on cmos. The Confédération 
Paysanne was not, however, the first French organization to launch an anti- 
GMO campaign. But the union was the first that proved capable of popular- 
izing the debate, increasingly adding a paysan discourse into the mix as time 
wore on. After 1999, the Confédération Paysanne was able to foster enough 
cultural clout to promote an anti-cMo and alter-globalization perspective 
that resonated with the French public. 
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The Campaign Continues 


What happens when French scientists and farmers collide in a de- 
bate over GMos? What kinds of conflicts emerge when each side 
proves unable to appreciate the other’s understanding of the mean- 
ing of genetically modified crops? In the spring of 1999, Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne members join forces with farmers from southern India 
to publicly demonstrate that GMos are not just a problem of scientific 
risk, but a crisis regarding the fate of international rural peasantry. 
As we shall see, when union members and Indian farmers destroy GM 
plants under experimentation by French scientists, chaos ensues. For 
French scientists, it is irrational to destroy studies that could prove 
GMOs risky. But for the farmers in this story, the rationality for sabo- 
taging the experimental cmos came out of a solidaire rationality, 


rather than one based on instrumental risk. 


Chapter Seven 


A Caravan from Paris to Montpelier: From a 
Drowsy March to a Wild Ride 


THE CARAVAN COMES TO PARIS 
In April 1999, the Confédération Paysanne offered to host a stop on a five- 
hundred-person intercontinental caravan tour of Europe and, later, the 
United States. The caravan’s mission was to protest neoliberal global eco- 
nomic policy that was disenfranchising indigenous and peasant groups 
around the world. The Karnataka State Farmers’ Association, the largest 
agricultural union in India, played a major role in organizing the caravan. 
As groups of the caravan dispersed throughout Europe, a group of one hun- 
dred Indian farmers was scheduled to spend five days in different parts of 
France for demonstrations related to issues of neoliberalism, farm policy, 
and cmos. To understand the caravan more broadly, it must be placed within 
the context of the Peoples’ Global Action, a significant yet informal network 
of alter-globalization activists from the Global North and South. Peoples’ 
Global Action sought to draw attention to such problems as free-trade agree- 
ments, which it perceived to be harmful to the world’s poor. Peoples’ Global 
Action is not an organization per se and, consequently, it has no formal 
members, spokespersons, or leaders. Instead, it is a network that allows vari- 
ous groups throughout the world to communicate and organize conferences, 
protests, and gatherings related to global inequalities associated with neo- 
liberal trade policies. The idea for Peoples’ Global Action emerged during a 
meeting held in 1996 by the Zapatista Army of National Liberation, which 
was formed by Mexicans living in the state of Chiapas. The Zapatistas’ ini- 
tial uprisings in 1994 (and ongoing struggle) focused on a collective demand 
for a wide range of issues, including cultural autonomy, access to farmland, 
and freedom from the harmful practices associated with neoliberalism and 
free-trade agreements. In 1996, Zapatista organizers made a public call for 
the first gathering (encuentro) of international grassroots movements; they 
were to come together in the Chiapas jungle to discuss urgent aspects of their 
struggle against neoliberalism. The Zapatistas were astonished when more 
than six thousand activists from more than forty countries arrived, deter- 
mined to create an international network capable of fighting globalization 
gone awry. 

In 1997 a second encuentro took place in Spain. Representatives from 


grassroots organizations such as the Brazilian Landless Worker’s Movement 
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and the Karnataka State Farmers’ Union met to discuss peasants’ rights to 
farmland, as well as the problem of cmos. In 1998, yet another encuentro 
gathered in Geneva, Switzerland. It was at this meeting that activists decided 
to formalize their network, calling it the Peoples’ Global Action. Seeking 
to avoid the socialist-Marxist trend on the Left to build hierarchical, rigid 
parties, the network is loosely structured. Yet the Peoples’ Global Action is 
organized around five key themes: anticapitalism (anti—free trade), hierarchy 
(patriarchy, racism, religious fundamentalism), direct action (rather than 
lobbying or reforming powerful institutions), civil disobedience (taking ille- 
gal action in the name of social justice), and decentralization and autonomy. 

The Karnataka farmers initially suggested the caravan, and it was co- 
organized with Peoples’ Global Action. Significantly, the Confédération 
Paysanne joined the international alter-globalization movement by hosting 
the caravan in France. Here we see a shift. Since 1987, the union had primarily 
promoted the cause of French paysans against European agricultural policy. 
Then a decade later the union’s anti-cmo campaign led it to join forces with 
international groups facing deterritorialization and economic marginaliza- 
tion. Together, they began to forge international, mobile, and hybrid politi- 
cal alliances as they struggled against neoliberalism (see Featherstone 2005). 

Paris was scheduled as the caravan’s first of three stops in France. The 
small committee at the Confédération Paysanne charged with preparing 
events for the three-day Parisian stint was unprepared to house, feed, and 
organize one hundred Indian farmers. René Riesel had volunteered to be the 
point person and organizer. Yet due to a family health crisis, he was unable 
to be present in Paris during the weeks leading up to the caravan’s arrival. 
In his absence, an inexperienced group of community volunteers (including 
me) and union salariers tried as best they could to prepare for the caravan’s 
arrival. Union organizers were overwhelmed with the idea of preparing for 
the arrival of nearly one hundred farmers. To take care of housing, a few days 
before the caravan’s arrival, a salarier at the Confédération Paysanne asked 
a group of young anarchists if they could use the large abandoned building 
where the youths were squatting just outside Paris. The squatters agreed to 
share their quarters, but they warned of their humble offerings. This group 
of about ten young people slept on rolled-up blankets. The cement floors of 
the old factory buildings were gritty and cracked, and the squatters made do 
with no electricity, running water, or flush toilets. Seeing no other alterna- 


tive, union organizers and volunteers spent the days leading up to the Indian 
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farmers’ arrival by sweeping, scrubbing, and preparing the squat as best as 
they could. 

When buses finally rolled into the anarchist squat, looks of disbelief and 
astonishment flashed from the faces of the people behind the vehicles’ win- 
dows. Occupying a different cultural universe, the anarchist youths, along 
with union activists, smiled with wild abandon, shouted excitedly, “Les 
Indiens!” when they saw their awaited guests. While the French greeters at 
the squat were thrilled to meet a group of “Indiens,” the Karnataka farmers 
themselves looked slightly mortified at their first glimpse of a bare-bones 
abandoned warehouse located just outside postindustrial Paris. Descending 
tentatively from the bus, the caravan farmers appeared horrified to face the 
group of scantily dressed punk and hippie youths. They looked even more 
despondent when they noted the crude accommodations. Many farmers ex- 
pressed disappointment when they learned that they would be sleeping on 
cement floors using only thin mats as padding. They were stunned to find 
that their lodging consisted of buildings with pipes and wires sticking out in 
all directions. To make matters worse, the union had been able to round up 
only two portable toilets, two working sinks, and no showers. These accom- 
modations were to be shared by one hundred people. Fresh drinking water 
and food supplies had yet to be hauled in from Paris by teams of volunteers. 

I met the president of the Karnataka State Farmers’ Association, Ma- 
hantha Devaru Nanjundaswamy (known within the movement as Profes- 
sor Swamy, or simply Swami), just minutes after he stepped off the bus at 
the squat. I was asked to bring him a bottle of water by a Spanish member 
of Peoples’ Global Action who was working closely with Swami during the 
caravan’s voyage through Europe. I ran off to a union car that contained 
bottled water and handed one to Swami, apologizing that it had become hot 
inside the car. He nodded with a quiet, dignified smile, saying, “Water is 
water.” Swami was a short small-boned man, and his fine-featured face was 
dominated by a large pair of wire-framed glasses edged in gold. His features 
were flanked between a boxy green cotton cap that he always wore and a 
coarse grayish beard. Over his shoulder he slung a long green bolt of cloth 
with his union’s insignia printed at the bottom. The cloth acted sometimes as 
a kind of scarf, sometimes as a shawl, but mostly it sprawled over one shoul- 
der and down his back. Swami spoke in a careful quiet manner, command- 
ing immediate attention and respect from the (mostly male) members of his 


union who generally surrounded him, appearing eager to serve and please 
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him. As the leader of the Karnataka State Farmers’ Union, Swami assumed a 
central position of leadership in the five-hundred-person caravan traveling 
across Europe that spring. I was grateful to conduct several interviews with 
him, and he discussed the meaning of the caravan and his views on neoliber- 
alism and agriculture. During his stay, I was also asked many times to trans- 
late for Swami, facilitating communication between him and non-English- 
speaking paysans such as Riesel. 

About thirty minutes after the caravan’s arrival, tensions began to mount. 
While I was working to further prepare the squat for its new inhabitants, 
caravan members took me aside. Misreading me as a European—but not a 
member of the union—they looked to me despondently, as if I could some- 
how solve their problems: “We expected to meet traditional French paysans. 
Or at least well-groomed Parisians.” Assuming I had a position of power or 
authority, they beckoned for a better alternative to what the squatters had 
to offer. I summoned union paysans, who did their best to allay the con- 
cerns of the caravan farmers. The union paysans explained that things hadn’t 
quite gone as planned. The first night was awkward as it became obvious that 
neither the squatters nor the union members had prepared ample or appro- 
priate food for the caravaners. Finally a group of paysans drove into Paris, 
taking with them a long list of groceries requested by caravan women. At 
about nine o’clock the paysans returned from Paris with provisions. Within 
minutes, caravan women set to work, preparing regional delicacies that did 
not appear until about ten-thirty that night. During this first meal together, 
paysans and anarchists mingled with caravan members as they sat together 
on the floor devouring a late-night meal. Despite the disorganization and 
late hour, the ambiance improved as the group enjoyed their dinners, sitting 
on the scrubbed cement floor in small circles. 

Caravan women and men sat in separate clusters while eating and per- 
forming other activities. This gave me the opportunity to speak with women 
about issues that were often intimate and sometimes disturbing. That first 
night, I learned that the women occupied a distinctly separate sphere from 
the men in the group. When not attending meetings or direct actions, women 
gathered together, often singing, laughing shyly, and exchanging stories 
about their lives. Men tended to gather in small groups, a good distance from 
the women, playing cards, smoking, or discussing various political matters. 
In speaking with the women that night, we used English as a common lan- 


guage. Usually, some woman around me knew enough English to translate 
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for the others. For hours we kept afloat an often-scattered set of conver- 
sations. I observed the many women reclining along the crumbling floors, 
wearing glowing silk saris or decorative cotton ones. I came to understand 
that the fabric of the women’s saris often (but not always) indicated their par- 
ticular class or caste. I did my best to make sense of the contrasting contours 
of this group of people differentiated by sharp dynamics of differing cultures, 
languages, classes, and professions. 

While many of the French organizers referred to everyone in the caravan 
as les Indiens, the group was far from homogeneous. About four-fifths of the 
participants were members of the Karnataka State Farmers’ Union and came 
from southern India. But they were individuals from across a strongly strati- 
fied society, which is divided along lines of gender, class, professional status, 
and caste. The rest of the participants hailed from many countries through- 
out southern Asia, including Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Bhutan, and 
Nepal. Many of these actors came as representatives of farmers’ groups, in- 
digenous associations, workers’ councils, women’s cooperatives, and orga- 


nizations of the unemployed. 


TENSIONS MOUNT: GENDER, CLASS, AND POWER 

My decision to spend a good deal of time with caravan women during 
their three days in Paris was informed by several factors. Their stay in Paris 
took place during an unseasonable heat wave. I found it difficult to cover 
myself as effectively as the caravan women did. For many men in the cara- 
van, my tank tops or fitted T-shirts signaled an invitation for flirtation that 
on a few occasions erupted into outright sexual harassment. One evening, 
harassment churned into physical assault when a young man from the Karna- 
taka union forced me into an empty bus, where he pinned me down on a seat, 
declaring that he would “have me.” When a group of older men finally heard 
me screaming in the bus, they rushed in to pull me out. After offering me a 
vague and hurried apology, the older men chided the young man, threaten- 
ing to report the event to Swami— which, to my knowledge, they never did. 
Nearly each member of the caravan inquired about my marital and parental 
status. Learning that I was unmarried and childless made matters worse. And 
my youthful appearance probably did not help to establish me as a thirty- 
something woman worthy of respect. But the more I spoke with women, it 


became clear that they also remained vigilant in regard to the men on the 
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caravan. They reported the need to travel in pairs when going off to the bath- 
room or even moving from one building to another. 

The caravan was co-organized by the Peoples’ Global Action, which 
asserts itself as an antipatriarchal movement. When I mentioned this to 
women on the caravan, one spoke for the group, laughing at me: “Oh, the 
men act here as they do at home. Just because we fight against [free] trade, 
doesn’t mean the men will respect women.” Indeed, despite their status as 
members of a political caravan, many women expressed that the men often 
treated them as badly as they would treat them in their own country. Many 
women were married but traveling without their husbands. Their sponsor- 
ing organizations could only pay for one woman representative. So I often 
heard, “Being seen as a woman alone is like being seen as a whore. [The men] 
can say or do to you whatever they want.” When I asked women what Swami 
had to say about their treatment on the caravan, they generally laughed, say- 
ing, “He is so respected. He’s a leader, a professor. But don’t forget that he’s 
a man! He doesn’t want to hear a word about it.” As a cultural anthropolo- 
gist, I did my best to contextualize this masculinist (and at times violent) en- 
vironment and focused on understanding as much as I could about who and 
what the caravan was. The female squatters and Confédération Paysanne 
members, on the other hand, had a different approach. They tended to ad- 
monish the offending caravan men, writing them off as jowers (players). 
Sometimes they would threaten to inform Swami of the men’s transgres- 
sions. I was struck by the way many men and women (both within and out- 
side the caravan) perceived Swami as a source of discipline. Many imag- 
ined him as a masculine force who could control or punish men for treating 
women badly. 

Another set of tensions began to surface during those three days in Paris. 
Within hours, paysans from the Confédération Paysanne began to look ac- 
cusingly at many of the members of the caravan. In particular, they scruti- 
nized several farmers from the Karnataka union, determining them to be 
“upper class.” Pulling me aside, union paysans exclaimed in horror, “Look 
at their hands!” Lacking agricultural savoir faire, I looked at the hands of the 
men and women ambling about, dazed by their new surroundings. I found 
their hands illegible. I did, however, get the message. One paysan, a national 
secretary, ran up to me, eager to let off steam: “They came saying they’re 


paysans, but they’re not. Most are wealthy landowners who’ve never worked 
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a field in their lives. They have paysans work for them. They just wanted a 
free trip to Europe!” When questioned directly by one bold Confédération 
Paysanne youth, a young Karnataka farmer turned to me, asking me to trans- 
late. Showing us his hands, he said to me in English, “You’re right, my hands 
are not the hands of a hard worker because I have been studying abroad this 
year. But usually I am hard at work on my father’s farm.” Unimpressed, the 
Confédération Paysanne farmers shook their heads in disgust, muttering an 
exasperated, “N’importe quoi” (Nonsense). 

Riesel finally arrived at the squat a few hours after the caravan rolled in. 
Riesel was the primary organizer of the caravan’s voyage to Paris, so sev- 
eral union members gathered around him. They wanted to let him know 
how they’d been tricked by the fake paysans. “We’ve talked to many of these 
guys,” one young man said, “and not one of them has a small farm. They have 
huge enterprises. They might as well be [FNsEa] farmers.” Riesel squinted at 
the union men, taking a long drag of his thinly rolled cigarette. Then he ex- 
haled, “You can’t know who all these people are. Have you gone around and 
taken a poll on each single one? They’re from an enormous union. Of course 
there are some who aren’t paysans. Their system is different from France. But 
they’ve haven’t come all the way here for nothing! They’ve come to fight the 
G8. It’s not your job to play cop [flique].” At that, Riesel walked away from 
the group of men and began getting to work to help get the squat ready for 
night. 

Several hours later, after dinner, I sat down next to Riesel. I too wanted to 
ask him about the matter. He turned to me with impish eyes and a sardonic 
smile: “Oh, my dear Chaia, we're all paysans, aren’t we? You're a paysan, as 
you study paysans and write a book. I’m a paysan, a Situationist paysan. Too 
bad! Let them all be paysans. All I know is these Karnataka people orga- 
nize some fierce demonstrations. They burned an entire building contain- 
ing GMos in southern India just a month ago. That’s paysan enough for me.” 
What I find striking in Riesel’s words is a thread of Situationist absurdism 
strung into his understanding of identity. Riesel indirectly acknowledges the 
limits and instability of all identities, including that of paysan. By including 
me, an anthropologist from the United States studying French paysans, in 
the identity world of union paysans, he illustrates the often untenable dimen- 
sions of identity that surface as actors cling too heavily to them. In a way, 
Riesel is saying, “If I, a Situationist, can call myself a paysan, then who am 
I to judge others?” There is also a bit of instrumental logic running through 
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Riesel’s solidarity rationality. Riesel appeared willing to engage what could 
be called a strategic essentialism (Spivak 1990). While recognizing the limits 
of identities, such as paysan, he also saw such forms of identification as effec- 
tive in bringing disparate groups together to fight a united cause. Riesel’s 
ironic smile and statement suggested his clear understanding of what mat- 
ters to him politically. Detached from the romantic view of paysans—or 
peasants generally — as inherently virtuous, Riesel articulated what he values 
most in the activists with whom he works: the ability to join forces to fight 
destructive forms of power and the audacity to take dramatic action to ac- 
complish a group’s goals. Riesel respects activists with daring. Identifying 
more as a revolutionary than a paysan, Riesel was inspired by farmers who 
would set fire to a corporate building that housed injustice. Thus, his soli- 
darity aligns more with actors willing to confront power directly than with 
actors who identify as paysans. 

One further note on the term paysan: When speaking of any small- 
holder— from France or internationally — union members tended to refer to 
the individual as a paysan. While union members know that the term paysan 
has specific cultural meaning in France, they nonetheless extend the term 
to any smallholder in any culture. For the purposes of this book, I use the 
term paysan only when referring to union members. I also use it when quot- 
ing union members as they refer to other smallholders. In all other cases, 
I refer to farmers outside the Confédération Paysanne as either peasants 
(if the actors use an equivalent term in their own language), smallholders, 
or family farmers (when I speak about a specific set of smallholders in the 
United States). 


MORE TENSIONS OVER A FAILED MARCH 

Union organizers planned a series of actions and press events in Paris that 
they hoped would draw significant media attention. The paysans planning 
the caravan’s activity during those days imagined a robust series of hap- 
penings, the kind they had seen in international journals featuring the bold 
Karnataka farmers burning down buildings and bringing thousands of dem- 
onstrators into the streets. Paysans had seen images of thousands of Indian 
farmers marching in Bombay, waving broad green strips of cloth (their 
union’s color). In photographs the Karnataka farmers looked fierce, dedi- 
cated, and militant. 


I too was enthralled to see what would unfold during the caravan’s three 
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days in Paris. I had heard about the Karnataka farmers for years and was ex- 
cited to speak with Swami about his union’s style of demonstrating. In one 
interview he described his union’s first major anti-GMo protest in December 
1992: “About three hundred Karnataka farmers were at the bottom entrance 
of the offices of Cargill Seeds [a division of the U.S.-based multinational]. 
Then about seventy-five of us entered the offices. We promised that our 
protest would be nonviolent. We dumped several walls of file cabinets; we 
tossed stacks of papers through the office window. They fell like snow. Then 
we went back to join the others outside the building. We lit matches and 
threw them onto the piles of papers in the street. All around us, traffic came 
to stop.” “We lit a ‘bon fire,” he laughed dryly. “Bon fire is a good term,” he 
smiled at me mischievously. “It comes from the French bon feux, or good 
fire. We were there to cremate Cargill. We want to cremate them all, Mon- 
santo too” (Swami, personal communication, June 16, 1999). The next year, 
1993, two hundred thousand Karnataka demonstrators marched in New 
Delhi to demand that the Indian government denounce the Dunkel Draft 
on the Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights section of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Swami in particular had criticized 
the Dunkel Draft, asserting the right of every farmer to produce, improve 
on, and sell seeds. For Swami, the production of genetically modified rice— 
a staple crop on which all Indians depend — would mean the loss of farmers’ 
resources and property (Gupta 1998, 292). 

Despite the Karnataka farmers’ reputation for organizing impressive 
events, the first two days of the caravan’s Parisian stay proved unevent- 
ful. The press conferences and rally that took place in the financial section 
were poorly organized, and at each one both French organizers and mem- 
bers of the caravan failed to arrive at the right place and time. Haplessly, 
these events took place with little audience or press. Both French and cara- 
van actors appeared hot, tired, and frustrated with each day’s labors. Most 
paysans held out hope that at the very least they would be able to pull off a 
high-profile march to the Eiffel Tower, where caravan members were to pub- 
licly demonstrate against neoliberal global economics. With one hundred 
caravan members and at least twenty French organizers, they would surely 
generate critical mass to draw attention and excitement. 

What followed instead was a disastrously low-profile stroll through Paris. 
Riesel and others had asked caravan members to show up at a particular 


Parisian square at noon. But by one o’clock, only about seventeen members 
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had arrived. At two o’clock, union paysans decided to go ahead with the 
march. Yet there were only about twenty caravan members joined by ten or 
so paysans and volunteers who had finally made their way there. Despite the 
small number, those present were ready to take to the streets. During the 
quiet promenade through Paris, a few Karnataka farmers tried their best to 
engender enthusiasm. From time to time during the nearly two-hour march, 
some took their cue from Swami, enthusiastically swirling their signature 
green cotton cloths above their heads in a circular fashion. While marchers 
shouted Karnataka union slogans in their native tongue, passersby on the 
streets offered back looks of confused annoyance. Most caravan members 
walked distractedly, talking casually among themselves, pointing to various 
sites in the city that called their attention. Along the way, a few radio and 
television reporters stopped a marcher or two, asking to film or interview 
them. But, overall, union paysans determined the event a media flop. 

The march was to culminate in a rally held in a small park behind the Eif- 
fel Tower. Union paysans had prepared a modest sound system and invited 
various Parisian activists to speak. Yet with so few present, the rally turned 
into a small impromptu meeting. About ten men from the caravan sat around 
Swami on the grass, nodding their heads gravely as he spoke. The union had 
prepared a picnic lunch of bread, cheese, bottles of wine, melon, and lots 
of water bottles to allay the day’s dragging heat. Those in the caravan who 
chose not to join the group sitting with Swami lounged yards away. These 
individuals sat on blankets provided by the union, waving away the heat 
with their hands. From time to time, a few men and women would scurry 
off to buy ice cream from local vendors scattered around the tower. At one 
point, two young paysan men sidled up to me to speak in confidence. “Look 
at them,” one said, pointing to a group of caravan members snapping photo- 
graphs of each other before the tower. “How can they take pictures of such a 
thing? Don’t they know it’s a symbol of imperialism?” The other echoed his 
friend’s outrage, asking, “What are they, tourists?” 

For weeks leading up to the arrival of the caravan, many Confédération 
Paysanne members had clearly romanticized the caravan as a group of ex- 
emplary paysans. Many were patently disappointed to be faced with a group 
whose internal power dynamics were becoming increasingly clear. As one 
young paysan said to me that day, “Many of these people are of the upper class 
in India. They aren’t workers like paysans. They’ve come here on vacation!” 


During the picnic lunch, there was talk among caravan members and paysans 
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about why so few from the caravan had made it to the march. One woman 
in the caravan said to me, “The rich in our group are locating Parisian elec- 
tronics stores, buying cameras and laptop computers that are cheaper here.” 
The poorer members of the caravan, many of whom represented women’s 
peasant associations and workers’ cooperatives, reclined on the lawn, gazing 
up admiringly at the shining tower. “Of course they’re out shopping,” said 
a young woman from a small rural village in Sri Lanka (through a trans- 
lator). “They have so much money. Back home, they wouldn’t so much as 
look at us, let alone share a bus with us as we’re doing now!” Comments 
about stratification within the group were abundant. Women who saw me as 
a sympathetic and neutral individual within the group shared stories about 
what life was like for them as poor women both at home and on the caravan. 
A young woman from Bangladesh described being sexually accosted when 
walking alone at sunset to fetch water for her family: “If you are seen alone, 
without a man to protect you, you are nothing but a prostitute and you de- 
serve what you get.” Other comments were more about questions of class 
and caste stratification. An Indian woman from the untouchable class com- 
mented about the odd situation presented by the caravan: “In India I would 
be the servant of many of the people here. I would not even be able to pre- 
pare their food, though, as I’m not pure. But on the bus here, I even sit on 
the same seat with an elite woman. I eat the same food and we sit at the same 
meetings. We all know it is fake, though. If we were at home, they would not 
look at me.” The caravan was a temporary disruption of the social orders that 
members maintained at home. What struck me was that no actors pointed 
to political contradictions between the broader goals of the caravan and the 
stratified social systems back home. In these women’s narratives, fighting 
neoliberalism was not necessarily linked to fighting forms of social stratifi- 
cation such as class or caste. 

As the Peoples’ Global Action held gender equality as one of its key 
values, it was interesting and disturbing to see that gender inequality was 
never discussed, at least during my time with the caravan. It was difficult to 
determine why the women failed to make these connections. Was their social 
structure was so hegemonic, so taken for granted, that they were unable to 
challenge it consciously? Or did these women simply not want to discuss 
these contradictions with male members of the caravan? Also noteworthy 
was the sharp contrast between the members of the Karnataka union and 


the Confédération Paysanne in terms of cultural and organizational style. 
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The Confédération Paysanne openly celebrates its nonhierarchical and de- 
centralized structure and lacks an authoritarian leader. In this way, the union 
shared much in common with a post-Marxist body like the Peoples’ Global 
Action. In contrast, the Karnataka union is explicitly hierarchical. If the 
union speaker François Dufour was jovial, down to earth, and approachable, 
Swami was cool, genteel, and distant. His mere presence seemed to wield a 
tremendous degree of intellectual and political power. 

Several times during their stay in Paris, caravan members would hear 
news that Swami had called for a formal assembly. Whether the gathering 
was held at the squat or in a Parisian park, they arranged themselves around 
Swami in a specific order. While top-ranking male union leaders flanked his 
sides, other men took their places beside these men, standing in order of 
marked status. As many members of the Karnataka union explained to me, 
the smallest and poorest farmers in the union were always positioned farthest 
from Swami at such meetings. As for caravan women, they knew never to 
sit in close proximity to Swami. Instead, they served as audience, along with 
poor or undistinguished men. Their job was to prepare food for caravan men 
and to listen intently when Swami spoke to the group. 

The meeting Swami called for that day behind the Eiffel Tower was to ad- 
dress reports he had heard about tensions among caravan members. He spoke 
intermittently in English and in a few other South Asian languages. He de- 
livered a lecture slowly, deliberately, in philosophical terms. Expressing dis- 
appointment in the group’s behavior, he discussed the need for the group to 
show solidarity and project a dignified image of the Karnataka State Farmers’ 
Union to the rest of the world. “Those who are off buying computers,” he 
said, looking down, “are acting selfishly. But we must remain unified in our 
mission.” During his oration, he commanded tremendous attention from the 
small group gathered around him. The men nodded and applauded furiously 
at each point he made. 

The Paris experience provided a window into the complexity and hetero- 
geneity that constitute the cultures of various peasant groups. Unlike pro- 
gressive groups that emerged in France post-1968, the Karnataka State 
Farmers’ Union emerged from a radically different cultural and political con- 
text. As a postcolonial formation (Gupta 1998), the Karnataka State Farmers’ 
Union sprang from a country marked by years of colonialism and centuries 
of hierarchies of class, caste, religion, and gender. The Indian union also 


emerged from a tradition of Gandhian grassroots movements. While these 
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movements promote active nonviolence, they are marked by culturally spe- 
cific practices of hierarchical leadership and organization. As I noted in Paris, 
while many members of the caravan expressed to me degrees of dissatisfac- 
tion with the organization’s hierarchical style, they spoke off the record and 
never publicly. Despite glaring cultural differences, leaders such as Riesel 
were committed to working collaboratively with the Karnataka activists. In- 
creasingly, many members of Confédération Paysanne came to understand 
the necessity of negotiating differences in organizational styles and structure 


while working to build an international movement. 


BURNING PLANTS, GOING SWIMMING 

After the caravan’s uneventful Parisian stay, Riesel invited about twenty 
Karnataka farmers to accompany him to the southern city of Montpelier to 
participate in a small but ultimately significant direct action. For Bové and 
Riesel, this particular direct action reflected a significant shift in strategy. As 
Riesel explained, “For us, the trial was about the multinationals, the role of 
Novartis in pushing genetically modified corn on us. This time, our target 
was public research in the hands of corporations” (personal communication, 
October 18, 1999). For months before the direct action in Montpelier, Riesel 
had joined with Bové and other union members to destroy open-air field 
trials. They had also taken action against greenhouse studies of genetically 
modified plants in several sites in Montpelier. But the action conducted by 
Riesel and the Karnataka farmers elicited the greatest public response. 

On June 5, 1999, Riesel invited a group of caravan members from the 
Karnataka union to join Confédération Paysanne activists in sabotaging 
experimental genetically modified rice growing in a research greenhouse 
facility. The research was the property of two French-based science institu- 
tions. The first, called CIRAD, is the Centre de la Recherche Agronomique 
pour le Development (Center for Agricultural Research for Development). 
CIRAD focuses on developing agricultural plants useful for what CIRAD 
actors call “developing countries.” The second science institution at issue 
that day was the Institut National de la Agronomique (National Institute 
for Agricultural Research). The latter tends to concentrate its energies on 
developing agricultural practices for various areas within France itself. At 
the time of the caravan, most individuals active within anti-cmo networks 
were aware that agro-chemical corporations sought to patent and commer- 


cialize GMo equivalents of key staple crops internationally. While corn, soy, 


176 


Caravans, GMOs, and McDo 


and canola were the center of concern for small growers in the Global North 
(as well as in Brazil and other southern countries), the development of ge- 
netically modified strains of rice caught the attention of Indian activists. It 
is for this reason that CIRAD — with its southern focus—was chosen as a 
key site for demonstrating against GMOs. CIRAD scientists, it was rumored, 
were developing a strain of cM rice. According to Shiva and Swami, allow- 
ing private corporations to patent rice varieties could have dire impacts on 
biodiversity and seed-saving practices among India’s many peasant rice cul- 
tivators. 

For Riesel, the goal of this particular action in Montpelier was to enter and 
sabotage a greenhouse laboratory growing genetically modified rice. cIRAD’s 
mission was to create a variety of genetically modified rice that would be 
helpful to developing countries. Rejecting this view, Riesel and the Karna- 
taka farmers saw taking symbolic action together as a crucial step against 
CIRAD and its funder, Cargill. They would demonstrate an international re- 
fusal of genetically modified rice. Riesel stated to me before the action, “We 
did [the action] with the Indians to show symbolically that this is not just 
about France[,] . . . to show that this is about globalization and about turn- 
ing the world into merchandise. Rice is not merchandise. It is nature, food, 
and it is an important crop in the developing countries” (personal commu- 
nication, September 19, 1999). Swami and the Karnataka farmers were eager 
to conduct an anti-GMo protest on French corporate soil. Blending Con- 
fédération Paysanne and Karnataka sensibilities, the farmers entered a Cen- 
ter for Development greenhouse, removed trays full of genetically modified 
rice plants, and tossed them into a pile on the greenhouse lawn. Dancing 
and singing around the plants, the Indian farmers waved their green union 
shawls. At some point during the dance, the farmers decided to engage in 
their signature act, “cremating” Gmos. After dousing the plants with alco- 
hol, they lit the pile of greenery on fire. Around this relatively small group 
of people stood a few policemen who merely parked themselves around the 
demonstrators, observing the events. The press, notified of the action be- 
forehand, was on the scene, snapping photographs and interviewing vari- 
ous activists. After the activists stamped out the small fire with their feet, 
the action was over. The group of Karnataka farmers and Confédération 
Paysanne paysans then proceeded to stroll down to the ocean for a picnic 
and a bit of swimming. While Karnataka women sat on the sand in their saris, 


the men lifted their pant legs and waded into the frothy waves. Confédéra- 


177 


Chapter Seven 


tion Paysanne farmers (men only) stripped down to their undershorts and 
dove eagerly into the waves. 

The action was followed by much media frenzy. According to Riesel, he 
did not anticipate the amount or degree of public attention so easily won. 
Confédération Paysanne members had worked hard to generate media 
attention around the trial. But this time, with almost no effort, a flood of 
media soon poured into national papers about the action. As Riesel said, 
“It’s amusing to see how the media liked to describe us little farmers, peas- 
ants from France, working together with little Indian peasants to destroy 
big and powerful scientific research” (September 29, 1999). Upon learning 
that their research materials had been destroyed, the enraged scientists went 
to the press and to legal forums. For weeks following the incident, a heated 
exchange tore through French newspapers. While many French scientists 
tended to publicly denounce the action, various environmental and con- 


sumer groups defended the Confédération Paysanne. 


A TALE OF TWO RATIONALITIES 

The rice action, as well as other actions that summer, signaled a colli- 
sion between the hegemonic risk frame and an emerging alter-globalization 
frame. While biologists evaluated the rice primarily in terms of environmen- 
tal and health risks, Confédération Paysanne activists framed it in terms of 
paysan survival and neoliberal globalization. Once again, an instrumental 
rationality bumped up against a solidaire worldview. Scientists from the 
public research bodies conducting the studies regarded risk as an exclusive 
frame for thinking about the rice. Many of these scientists were unable to 
think about risk as a frame (one among many), and so were unable to con- 
sider nonrisk frames as potentially legitimate. This rice affair is a tale of two 
rationalities. According to a calculative and instrumental rationality of risk, 
the Confédération Paysanne’s action was illogical. According to a solidaire 
rationality, however, the action made complete sense. In a spirit of social jus- 
tice, the farmers danced around the pile of genetically modified plants, toss- 
ing matches into the pile as they clapped their hands and sang. They were 
celebrating their symbolic attempt to put an end to a form of agriculture that 
they saw as dangerous to paysans all over the world. 

The term irrational surfaced as a potent keyword reappearing in aca- 
demic and popular news articles covering the incident. From the riskocentric 


perspective of the scientists conducting the study, it was irrational for the 
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farmers to tamper with their experiment. These scientists could not under- 
stand the farmers’ motivations. If farmers were concerned with the envi- 
ronmental and health risks associated with genetically modified rice, why 
would they deter a study that could potentially support their goal to ban 
GMOs on scientific grounds? When interviewed, scientists from CIRAD such 
as Michele Dufar asked bewilderedly, “Didn’t the Confédération Paysanne 
ask for studies of the risks associated with these plants?” (personal commu- 
nication, September 20, 1999). After all, the Confédération Paysanne itself 
had summoned scientists to the trial in Nérac to speak about such risks just 
a year before. 

A biologist from the National Institute for Agricultural Recherche (French 
National Institute for Agricultural Research), Marie Chevre, publicly ex- 
pressed outrage in France’s key Leftist daily (La Libération, June 7, 1999). 
In the interview she decried the “irrationality” of Confédération Paysanne 
farmers who destroyed risk-related research. A colleague of Chevre, the 
biologist Jean-Benoit Morrell, explained to me: “They, the Confédération 
Paysanne, say they are concerned about this technology, but how can that be 
true when they destroy research that is investigating potential risks? Clearly, 
they have another political motivation for doing this” (personal communica- 
tion, September 10, 1999). 

Riesel and the other farmers there that day thought the action was quite 
rational; it was completely consistent with their overall perspective. While 
they were earnestly concerned about dangers associated with cmos, the risk 
factor represented but one problem among a myriad of equally pressing social 
and political issues related to cmos. For Riesel, in particular, the Montpelier 
rice action constituted a rational attack on a technology associated not only 
with potential threats to health and the environment but also with the harms 
of globalization, corporate-financed research, and a model of postindustrial 


agriculture that endangers local agricultural economies throughout the world. 


Bové and the Anti-McDo Action of 1999 


Heated debates in La Libération and in the scientific community over the 
Montpelier rice action continued through the summer of 1999. The event 
marked a media success for the union and stimulated even more public dis- 
cussion about cmos than the trial. Yet while the rice affair received a good 


amount of national and international attention, the public might have for- 
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gotten the action by summer’s end. But in August a truly big news story 
about the union would hit the press. A series of events were sparked off by 
an anti-McDonald’s action that serendipitously allowed the Confédération 
Paysanne to enter the national and international spotlight. Having captured 
the media’s attention, the union was able to establish a clear link in popular 
consciousness between GMOs and neoliberalism that would indirectly chal- 


lenge the hegemony of science based on instrumentalist risk. 


FROM MCDO TO MILLAU 
The trial and the Montpelier rice actions represented major coups for the 
union’s anti-GMo campaign. Yet those two actions would pale in comparison 
with what was to come. After a now-infamous anti-McDonald’s action, the 
Confédération Paysanne finally cultivated a frame for GMos in a way that 
would deeply resonate culturally with the French and international public. 
In August 1999, Riesel was working to strengthen ties between the union and 
the growing international alter-globalization movement. He flew to India 
to participate in a Peoples’ Global Action meeting hosted by the Karnataka 
State Farmers’ Union. During the same time, Bové planned a local action a 
few days before he was to go on a family vacation. The demonstration was 
another in a series of actions in McDonald’s in his region. Bové had been 
leading anti-McDonald’s actions for years, conducting farms of the future 
in many of its restaurants throughout the southwest. For Bové, McDonald’s 
was a potent symbol of globalization gone awry. According to Bové, “McDo 
crystallized everything that was wrong with the global food system” (Octo- 
ber 12, 1999). It is worth noting here that McDo is French slang for McDon- 
ald’s. The anti-McDonald’s action in August was intended to send a particu- 
lar message. At the Confédération Paysanne’s annual national congress in 
April in Vesoul, union members discussed the question of how to respond to 
the wro’s decision to punish Europe for banning hormone-treated beef. 
And thus enters yet another nonhuman actor into this story: hormone- 
treated beef. The question of hormones in French meat has a history that 
dates back to the 1970s. Since that time, the union has been aware of the 
negative reception to hormone-treated beef by French consumer organiza- 
tions. Fearing beef boycotts, which could harm French farmers, the Con- 
fédération Paysanne worked with other farmers’ groups to lobby the Eu to 
ban hormone-treated beef among European producers. Many in the union 


worried that the wro would regard a European ban as an illegitimate form of 
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protectionism. Trade officials use the term protectionism when they believe a 
country is refusing to import a certain product based on its desire to shield its 
own domestic markets from a stream of less-expensive or more-valued im- 
ported products —a event that could weaken the importing countries’ mar- 
kets. The wro frowns on protectionism, but it will at times permit a country 
to ban the importation of a product if that product can be considered a health 
risk. As there is still little scientific proof that hormone-treated beef is harm- 
ful to those who eat it, the wro determined the European ban to be protec- 
tionist. 

Hormones had already proved themselves to be key actants in food- 
related social movements. In the 1970s, they had the sway to stop consumers 
from buying farmers’ products. Hormones would also rile up the wro and 
U.S. President Clinton. In many industrial livestock systems, farmers either 
add growth hormones to animal feed or inject the hormones into animals’ 
bodies. Such practices have become routine in the United States among 
industrial farmers encouraging rapid and bulky growth of beef cattle (Schell 
1985, 57). These hormones invoked distinctive responses from various sets of 
actors in France. Some members of science, farm, and consumer bodies pub- 
licly stated that hormones are unnecessary and unhealthful both to the ani- 
mals and to the humans who eat them. They asserted these beliefs despite a 
body of scientific evidence that could impress the wro. Other sets of actors, 
mainly in farmers’ and consumers’ groups, rejected hormone-treated beef 
due to questions of taste. According to many actors I interviewed, hormone- 
treated beef has an inferior gonflé (puffed up) or pale ou liquide (watery taste). 
Like Bt corn, hormone-treated beef is thus another nonhuman actor that in- 
duced a range of responses from actors in this story. While some actors ex- 
pressed uncertainty and confusion, others articulated disgust and anger. In 
any case, hormone-treated beef is indeed an actant, spurring human actors 
to take legal action and to engage in public demonstrations. 

In 1997 the wTo lifted the de facto ban on hormone-treated beef to Europe 
that had been in place for decades. In 1998 the Dispute Settlement Body of 
the wro took action. The Dispute Settlement Body is generally called upon 
when member-states of the wro have trade disagreements. Pressured by the 
United States, the Dispute Panel Body announced that it would give Europe 
fifteen months to lift its ban on U.S. hormone-treated beef. The deadline, 
May 13, 1999, came and went. European leaders defied the wo, keeping 


the ban intact. In retaliation, the wro sanctioned Europe for rejecting the 
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hormone-treated beef. The sanction entailed a 300 percent customs sur- 
charge on nearly one hundred European agricultural export products. Many 
of these products were luxury products such as fine cheese that are central to 


the local economies of many farmers throughout Europe. 


PUTTING THE BEEF QUESTION IN CONTEXT: 
A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE WTO 

To more fully understand the French beef affair that led to the anti- 
McDonald’s action, it is key to clarify the broader historical context sur- 
rounding the wo. The union’s decision to create a direct action against the 
wTO reflects its general sentiment about neoliberalism, free trade, and indus- 
trial agriculture generally. Groups such as the Confédération Paysanne view 
institutions such as the wTo as part of a problematic Bretton Woods system 
that world leaders put into place during and after World War II. The wTo is 
a multinational decision-making body. As such, delegates of member-states 
determine policies that have implications for peoples and markets world- 
wide. Supranational institutions such as the wto, the International Mone- 
tary Fund, and the World Bank are often poorly understood (or patently 
unknown) by those around the globe whose everyday markets and cultural 
practices are dramatically touched by them. Yet, as we have seen in this story, 
there do exist actors, such as those in the Confédération Paysanne, who at- 
tempt to understand and engage with such institutions. In recent years, the 
wTo has become a potent locus for actors to express disenchantment with 
the Bretton Woods system, associated with the neoliberal system itself. 

Although I cannot provide a fully detailed discussion of the wro in this 
text, I will try to succinctly outline some of the wro’s main history and 
features. I hope to shed light on the place and meaning of the wro in the 
minds of alter-globalization activists. The wTo’s history began during World 
War II. Before the war, trade relations between various nations were gen- 
erally bilateral; leaders between two trading countries reached their own 
agreements privately and independently. In other words, when one country 
sought to develop trade relations with another, the two simply made a con- 
fidential trade policy. Sometimes the agreements stabilized economic rela- 
tions between trading countries. At other times, disputed contracts engen- 
dered political conflict. In 1944, during World War II, leaders of the allied 
nations came together at the Bretton Woods Conference in New Hampshire 
(in the United States). Leaders discussed the need for a supranational body 


182 


Caravans, GMOs, and McDo 


that could peacefully govern trade between nations at the war’s end. Ideally, 
these trade discussions would transcend the economic interests of particu- 
lar countries. According to Bretton Woods leaders, trade agreements would 
sometimes be plurilateral— involving the trade interests of a limited set of 
countries. But Bretton Woods officials hoped for increasingly multilateral 
agreements— ones that would be accepted by a major set of countries with 
key markets. Such plurilateral or multilateral agreements, it was believed, 
would assist national leaders to develop trade policies in a more systematic, 
transparent, and diplomatic manner. 

At its first meeting, many at Bretton Woods promoted the idea of creating 
an international trade organization to be guided by the United Nations. But 
the United States (and a few other countries) did not support the idea of a 
formally structured organization whose agreements would be binding. Thus, 
in 1948, leaders formed the catr. The catt would not be an organization 
per se, but it would constitute a series of trade conferences that would in turn 
generate policies on importation and exportation between a large number of 
countries. The catt thus became the de facto supranational trade organi- 
zation. 

In addition to looking to questions of postwar trade, those at Bretton 
Woods knew that significant monies would be required to rebuild a war-torn 
Europe. Postwar Europe would need to revive its markets and productive 
capacities; it would require significant loans to recover physical and financial 
infrastructure. Thus, the Bretton Woods leaders founded two other institu- 
tions that today are called the World Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund. Like the GATT, these lending institutions would also be supranational 
bodies. Their missions would be to remain politically neutral as they pro- 
vided funds to stabilize a postwar Europe. 

Under the GATT system, seven sets of negotiations cycled between 1948 
and 1994. Each meeting cycle was called a round, and often a round named 
for a city or country in which the trade meetings took place. The eighth cycle, 
called the Uruguay Round, began in 1986, just one year after the Confédération 
Paysanne was born. That year the union watched critically, noting how those 
participating in the Uruguay Round were seeking to allow wealthy north- 
ern nations to expand trade agreements into new areas of production. Those 
areas would include agriculture, intellectual property rights, and services. 

Taking a step back, it is vital to note that the Bretton Woods system is 
composed of two overlapping phases. As we have just seen, the first phase 
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(1948 to 1958, roughly speaking) focused primarily on lending funds to 
northern industrialized nations for economic recovery. By the end of the 
1960s, when this project was largely accomplished, Europe was once again a 
set of wealthy nations, ready to participate in GATT meetings. 

After first assisting Europe in successfully rebuilding itself with funds 
from the Bretton Woods system, the system had a second objective: to de- 
velop southern nonindustrialized nations. The second phase of the Bretton 
Woods system would prove far more problematic than the first. Again, dur- 
ing the first phase of the Bretton Woods system, nations borrowing monies 
were relatively equal in term of power. They were also mainly Western na- 
tions that had already been using the capitalist system for hundreds of years. 
Once recovered, European countries quickly reestablished themselves as 
industrially dominant northern nations. The second phase of the Bretton 
Woods system, however, is still being played out on an uneven field. During 
this period (roughly 1958 to the present), the Bretton Woods system has tar- 
geted largely agrarian societies in the Global South. Many of these nations, 
ranging from countries in Africa to southwestern Asia to Latin America, 
were former colonies of the newly reempowered European nations. Once 
decolonized, they began their ongoing struggle to establish themselves as 
autonomous political, economic, and cultural entities. According to many in 
the alter-globalization movement, the Bretton Woods system failed to sup- 
port a robust set of newly independent southern nations. Instead, many feel 
it set in motion a complex economic, political, and cultural dynamic of social 
inequality that continues today. 

To further clarify, it is useful to examine two critical problems that arose 
during the second postcolonial phase of the Bretton Woods system. Trying 
to reestablish their own infrastructure, industry, and agricultural systems, 
impoverished countries borrowed monies from such supranational bodies 
as the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. Subsequently, they 
faced high interest rates, soaring debt, and increased destitution that in turn 
led their leaders to look to the Bretton Woods system for more monies. As 
a result, these new debtor nations found themselves unable to sit as equals 
during international trade negotiations. To address the debt problem, leaders 
of the Bretton Woods system introduced structural adjustment programs in 
the late 1970s. Through structural adjustment programs, Bretton Woods 
agents began to grant new loans or reduce debt —if poor countries would 


fully capitulate to a neoliberal economic system. Neoliberalism is a term used 


184 


Caravans, GMOs, and McDo 


to describe an economic system that promotes minimal state intervention 
in private enterprise. Otherwise stated, a neoliberal approach assumes that 
state regulation of private corporations hinders a nation’s overall economic 
growth. According to a neoliberal model, states should reduce as many pro- 
duction or trade-related regulations as possible. While this laissez-faire ap- 
proach seems reasonable enough to some, to others it enhances social in- 
equality in an era when northern nations seem to benefit substantially more 
from the system than poor southern nations. 

The neoliberal structural adjustment programs ask leaders of poor coun- 
tries to agree to free market programs that bring about increased privati- 
zation, deregulation, and reduced trade barriers. According to many in the 
Confédération Paysanne, structural adjustment programs are unjust forms 
of coercion. As Bové says, “Yes, they [the Bretton Woods system] are happy 
to reduce debt and give help to developing countries [ pays en vote de develop- 
ment], but everyone knows what it really is. It’s blackmail [C ‘est le chantage|” 
(personal communication, November 6, 1999). In some cases, powerful in- 
stitutions require debtor nations to accept trade agreements that lead to the 
dumping of cheap northern products and services onto their own fledgling 
economies. Reproductive health also often falls into the purview of struc- 
tural adjustment, as poor countries are obliged to implement family-planning 
programs that are often incompatible with local and cultural reproductive 
practices. Often, powerful institutions compel nations in debt to lower labor 
or environmental standards for multinational corporations that have set up 
shop in their countries. Other structural adjustments include debt-for-nature 
swaps. In such exchanges, Bretton Woods institutions pressure poor coun- 
tries to trade off crucial natural resources either to lower debt or to increase 
their access to new loans. Such resources include waterways crucial to agri- 
culture and everyday hydration, fertile land areas, forested areas rich in bio- 
diversity, and tourist-rich shorelines also central to nations’ fishing econo- 
mies. Issues such as structural adjustment and free trade have been central to 
the Confédération Paysanne since its inception. Many were concerned when, 
during the Uruguay Round, leaders of the cart decided to place staple agri- 
cultural products (often referred to as bulk products or grain commodities) 
into the trade system. Among other things, this meant to union members that 
increased dumping would occur in the Global South. 

Intellectual property agreements would allow biotechnology corpora- 
tions to further lock in GMos as a primary form of global agricultural pro- 
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duction. Agricultural biotechnology depends on intellectual property rights; 
without such rights, Monsanto, Novartis, Cargill, and other corporations 
cannot patent their seed-input packages. If unpatented, such products would 
be available to any manufacturer, and corporations would find it impossible 
to maintain dominance over the agricultural biotechnology market. The 
entry of services into the GATT was also of great concern to the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne. In the 1970s and 1980s, when industrial capitalism underwent 
a dramatic period of restructuring, union members witnessed the service in- 
dustry become a primary target for capital accumulation in many wealthy 
industrialized nations. Many in the union wondered about the future impli- 
cations of cultural products being owned by private corporations and traded 
in an international market. Considerable discussion took place in the union 
regarding the fate of local and cultural autonomy of peoples across the globe. 
During the Uruguay Round, the union watched telecommunications ser- 
vices become a lucrative tradable commodity. In turn, the financial sector 
became a key site for investment as wealthy nations began to build their own 
banks, lending agencies, accounting firms, and other financial services in 
other member countries. Entrepreneurs noted the potential for poor coun- 
tries to become major tourist sites, so the GATT assisted wealthy nations in 
establishing new forms of rural, urban, and ecotourism services in other 
countries. Private corporations also targeted transportation as an effective 
site for commodification. Since the 1980s, privately owned buses, airplanes, 
and car services have increasingly been sold to both tourists and general 
publics in new locations around the world. Wealthy nations also began to sell 
juridical services such as legal training and consultation. At the same time, 
private companies constructed their own primary, elementary, and second- 
ary schools within poor countries, making profits in the educational sectors 
there. Private corporations began to put on the market healthcare services 
around the world as private firms from the north set up high-priced clin- 
ics, hospitals, and pharmacies. Unfortunately, many of these state-of-the-art 
facilities would be accessible only to the elite classes living in poor nations. 
Environmental services also emerged as a leading source of revenue for 
many countries participating in the Uruguay Round. Trade experts put into 
place international environmental standards and regulations, and private cor- 
porations benefited from these policies by creating firms that could sell to 
poor countries consulting and technical services that would allow them to stay 


up to code. Prevention-related technologies for flooding, earthquakes, and 
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droughts are a key set of commodities being sold by wealthy nations around 
the world. Although the causes of such natural disasters as hurricanes are 
controversial, many in the alter-globalization movement link these problems 
with what they call the climate crisis. Whether these disasters are “natural” or 
created by global warming, many of these events occur within impoverished 
nations, requiring leaders to look once again to Bretton Woods agencies to 
help them reduce structural damage and human suffering. Private corpora- 
tions from wealthy nations also sell to newly industrialized countries services 
that are designed to curb vehicle emissions, reduce noise, and protect land- 
scapes. Wealthy nations also profit from retailing sewage, refuse, disposal, and 
sanitation services to poor countries. Certainly, many services sold to impov- 
erished nations are necessary. Yet many in the Confédération Paysanne (and 
in the alter-globalization movement generally) wondered if a flood of West- 
ern service commodities could drown out countries’ abilities to maintain or 
strengthen their own culturally appropriate and affordable ways of life. 

The union’s apprehensions about the Bretton Woods system continued 
into the 1990s. On April 15, 1994, no one in the union was surprised when 
members of the GATT met in Mexico to sign the Marrakech Agreement. This 
agreement finally established a new trade-based institutionalized organiza- 
tion, the wro. While the GATT represented a series of trade meetings that 
ended in treaties, the wro would constitute a permanent structure that is 
capable of establishing binding multilateral agreements. 

To return to the question of hormone-treated beef, we now have a better 
understanding of why those in the Confédération Paysanne would react 
negatively when they learned that the newly refurbished wro had come 
knocking on their door, so to speak. In 1997, just three years after the cre- 
ation of the wo, the union was dismayed when the wro changed its policy 
on hormone-treated beef. The catt leaders had made a plurilateral agree- 
ment that exempted Europe from importing beef treated with hormones, but 
in 1997 leaders of the wro canceled the exemption, demanding a multilateral 


agre ement. 


THE ORGANIZATION DISCIPLINES EUROPE: 
NO BEEF, NO ROQUEFORT 


In retaliation for Europe’s refusal to import U.S. hormone-treated beef, 
the wro placed a heavy surtax on luxury foodstuff, including Roquefort 
cheese. When French sheep’s milk producers learned that Roquefort cheese 
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would be included in the list of surtaxed high-end foods, they had reason 
for deep concern. The cheese already sold in the United States for more than 
thirty dollars a pound. At nearly ninety dollars a pound, it would become 
unaffordable to many American retailers, restaurants, and consumers who 
would normally buy the extravagant cheese. Roquefort is a high-stakes com- 
modity in France. And perhaps most important, the cheese has controlled 
origin status. This means that it is produced only by sheep farmers in one 
small region of south-central France called the Avéyron. Like many products 
of le terroir, Roquefort is central to maintaining the local economy. Today, 
more than thirteen hundred workers (farmers, processors, and so on) depend 
on Roquefort that is destined for domestic and foreign markets. A drop in 
sales could devastate an entire region of the country. 

For those unfamiliar with Roquefort, I will give a brief yet inclusive over- 
view of the history and production methods associated with the cheese. The 
cultural practices and meanings surrounding Roquefort offer insight into the 
reasons why it is so valued by many members of French society. In France, 
Roquefort is known as “the king of cheeses.” The term Roquefort is derived 
from the region’s ancient local dialect, Occitan, which calls the cheese roca- 
fort. The cheese is white, with a texture that is both creamy and slightly 
crumbly. Running through the cheese are its famous threads of blue-black 
mold that pack the cheese with an unparalleled tangy punch. Unlike many 
French cheeses, Roquefort has no rind and every part of its wheel is edible. 
In general, wheels of Roquefort weigh between two and three kilograms and 
are ten centimeters thick. 

The cheese dates back to 79 ap. In 1411, King Charles vı granted the 
people of what was then called the Region of Roquefort a monopoly over the 
cheese. He determined that a cheese could only be called Roquefort if it had 
ripened in the region’s unique caves. Centuries later, in 1925, Roquefort be- 
came the first French product to achieve controlled origin status. This means 
producers must conform to a strict set of protocols to make a cheese branded 
with the Roquefort label. Controlled origin status guarantees a select group 
of French farmers the right to label and sell the cheese, preventing others 
from copying or imitating the product for a lower price. Roquefort embodies 
notions of le terroir, the distinctive culinary and geographical dimension 
associated with particular regions in France. When combined with the tra- 


ditional savoir faire of the French artisanal producer, terroir wines, cheese, 
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or patés attain the status of products of French high culture (Hervieu 1996b, 
24). The idea of terroir means that for champagne to receive controlled ori- 
gin status, it can only be produced in the Champagne region. Burgundy 
wines can only be produced from grapes grown in Bourgogne. 

Roquefort can only be produced by using the milk of sheep that have 
grazed on grasses from the south-central regions of France known as the 
Aquitaine, Languedoc, the Pyrenees, Provence, and Corsica. The cave walls 
of Mont Comblaou (where the cheeses age) are marked with porous streaks, 
known as fleurines. These caverns allow an inimitable form of ventilation 
necessary for the cheese’s maturation. The caves also sustain a temperature 
of about 50 degrees Celsius, and 95 percent humidity. Roquefort is spotted 
with Penicillium roqueforti. The mold itself is a cultural artifact, centuries 
old, imbuing the cheese with its distinctive “stinky” savor. Roquefort pro- 
ducers cultivate this mold by placing loaves of wheat and rye bread onto 
planks in the humid caves. After several weeks, the producers scrape mold 
from the bread and subsequently inject it into the cheese. In addition, other 
mold spores float into the cave, blowing through the fleurines, fixing them- 
selves to the cheese. Once the Roquefort producer has cultivated the cheese 
with mold, he or she mixes it with salt. The young cheese then sits on old oak 
planks for a minimum of three months. Once it is fully ripe, Roquefort pro- 
ducers wrap the cheese in foil to prevent it from contacting air. 

I relate these details because many people in the United States are un- 
aware of the rich set of cultural practices associated with the cheese. In fact, 
I have found that many in the country confuse Roquefort with the idea of 
blue cheese in general, often using the terms Roquefort and blue cheese inter- 
changeably. What many Americans do not know is that blue cheese is any 
cheese made from the milk of cows, goats, or sheep that is cultured with the 
mold Penicillium. Blue cheeses are usually speckled or streaked with blue, 
gray, or green mold, and they generally have a salty pungent flavor. Since 
the term blue cheese is simply a descriptor for a generic category of cheese, 
it can be produced by any individual, in any part of the world. Blue cheese 
has no relation to any combination of particular climates, soil, grasses, milk, 
mold, or caves. Because the United States annually imports about 440 tons of 
Roquefort, this market is crucial to Roquefort cheese producers. The profes- 
sional association of Roquefort producers met with Jean Glavany, France’s 


minister of agriculture, to appeal for help. Glavany responded that he was 
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powerless to reverse the wro’s decision and promised only to do what he 
could to pay for a publicity campaign that might help the farmers’ cause 
(Bové 2001, 93). 

Along with other farmers in local sheep’s milk associations, Bové de- 
cided to take action. The paysans planned a direct action that would hope- 
fully draw France’s attention to the trade policies of both Clinton and the 
wTO. After learning that a McDonald’s restaurant was in the initial stages 
of construction in Millau (a small town in the Avéyron), the paysans deter- 
mined the site as good as any for a direct action. Congregating at the con- 
struction site, the paysans symbolically sabotaged the building under con- 
struction. While some hammered away at a few tiles on the half-finished red 
roof, others pulled down the construction sign. With signature Confédé- 
ration Paysanne humor, the activists said to the press on location that day 
that they were “dismantling” (démontant) the restaurant the way one would 
carefully dismantle a bomb. Despite the metaphor, Bové later described the 
action as having a light and congenial feeling. Families with young children 
picnicked on the rocky grounds of the construction lot. Meanwhile other 
paysans held an informal presentation for a few members of the local press 
who had decided to show up that day. 

For many, particularly those outside Avéyron (and beyond France), the 
dismantling was confusing. Why, many wondered, would sheep’s milk pro- 
ducers protest a McDonald’s? Was the union simply expressing an anti- 
American spirit by protesting a symbol associated with the United States? 
In press releases and interviews, Bové and others tried to articulate the links 
between hormone-treated beef sold by the U.S.-based McDonald’s, and the 
exorbitant export tax on Roquefort cheese that could devastate the local 
community. According to Bové, “We tried to make it clear: it was indus- 
trialized agriculture against local artisanal agriculture. We were protesting 
a symbol of industrialized agriculture, not the U.S.” (personal communica- 
tion, June 19, 2000). Here we have two nonhuman actors at play. On the one 
hand, hormone-treated beef summons negative sentiments about industrial 
agriculture. On the other hand, Roquefort cheese wafts up generally positive 
regional and national feelings about nonindustrial agriculture. Roquefort 
did many things that day at the McDonald’s construction site. In addition to 
catalyzing activists to remove tiles from the building’s roof, paysans painted 
the slogan “McDo Defora—Gardarem Roquefort!” (McDo out, Roquefort 
in!) across the building’s half-built roof. The paysans wrote their slogan in 
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Occitan, a southern dialect of the traditional region known as Languedoc. 
Since the 1980s, it has been popular for activists in the southwest to voice 
political demands in Occitan. While some elders in the community were still 
familiar with Occitan, the dialect had been virtually driven out of circula- 
tion by national educational efforts in the postwar era. Occitan thus came to 
constitute a symbol of regional and local identity against national or inter- 
national powers (Lem 1999, 18). 

The cultural and biological flair of Roquefort cheese also had the power 
to draw upon networks established more than twenty years earlier during the 
Larzac movement. When Bové and other farmers in associations for sheep’s 
milk producers announced the action, they were not surprised when three 
hundred paysans — and supporters— showed up at the McDonald’s that day 
in mid-August. August is a period in France when much of the nation enjoys 
its summer vacation. Bové did not make the McDo action take place on his 
own. It was Bové and his symmetrical ally, Roquefort. The action brought 
together people from the original Larzac struggle while also embodying the 
sensibility of the Larzac. Farmers stood side by side with nonfarmers, fight- 
ing a power they perceived as instrumental. In the minds of the paysans that 
day, they were fighting state power that once reduced farmland to military 
bases and food to industrial commodities. 


“ONLY AMERICANS WOULD TREAT A UNION MAN LIKE THAT!” 
NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT FOR BOVE 

When I explain my research topic to friends in the United States, many 
say, “Oh yeah, I heard about the French guy who drove his tractor into a 
McDonald’s.” When I ask where they heard this story, they will reply by 
saying something like, “I read it in the papers.” After which they’ll continue, 
“Can you imagine what it must have felt like sitting there eating a ham- 
burger as this guy plows into your table? He should have been put away for 
life!” I have heard many such comments over the years. Slowly Bové’s story 
morphed into a kind of international urban legend. Such narratives reflect 
two things: a predilection in the United States for stories about crazed, lone 
individuals committing odd crimes in strange places, and a lack of under- 
standing in the United States about the plight of small farmers generally. 
Just as no tractor ever plowed into a McDonald’s restaurant, the lead char- 
acter in the McDo tale was not a guy going postal. In recent U.S. history, 
popular imagination is indeed fixated on the figure of the alienated indi- 
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vidual (usually male) disenchanted by society who just loses it and commits 
a senseless and destructive crime. This individual is often depicted as roiling 
with rage, gunning down ordinary people in schoolrooms, post offices, and 
workplaces before placing a pistol between his own teeth. But in the French 
McDo story, there is neither violence nora solitary irrational individual. The 
main characters in this story are union farmers who, in French society, are 
generally granted degrees of respect and asylum from harsh punishment. 

French farmers from the FNSEa are known for breaking windows of pub- 
lic buildings and blockading highways for hours with piles of smoldering 
tires. These events are widely depicted on the nightly news. Yet rarely do 
FNSEA members leave the scene with more than a slap on the proverbial 
wrist. The day after such an action, FNSEA leaders find themselves sitting in 
tidy government offices, engaging in rounds of negotiations with powerful 
policymaking bodies. Few French citizens will pass picket lines, and even 
fewer would approve the harsh treatment of unionized workers demonstrat- 
ing for fair wages or prices. 

It is this cultural context that makes the story of Bové’s arrest and impris- 
onment so remarkable. After conducting farms of the future in McDonald’s 
restaurants for years without ever receiving a serious charge, Bové and his 
local community were shocked when he and several others were arrested and 
jailed for conducting this particular demonstration. According to Bové, the 
severe charges were not merely the result of the McDo action. Instead the 
charges served as retaliation on behalf of a young new judge in Millau. This 
judge had been presiding throughout the summer of 1999, a summer of, in 
the judge’s estimation, an unending series of paysan-led crop pulls topped 
off by the Montpelier rice affair. Determined to punish Bové for the anti-cmo 
actions, the judge ordered Bové and the six others under arrest an unusu- 
ally high bail and charge (José Bové, personal communication, October 27, 
1999). Unknowingly, the judge’s actions set in motion a surprising chain of 
events that forever transformed the French cmo debate, putting Bové and 
the Confédération Paysanne on the international map along the way. 

When the bail orders were actually served, Bové and his family were vaca- 
tioning in southern France. Upon his return a week later, Bové learned that 
he would have to wait for up to one week in the local prison for his bail hear- 
ing. After fulfilling his one-week stay, he was informed that the bail would 
be twenty-five thousand dollars—a sum the union would be obliged to pay 


in order for him to be released. Bové decided to remain in jail for two more 
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weeks to await a second hearing at which the judge would determine the 
charges. As Bové reflects, “I figured I’d already spent a week [in prison], I 
might as well wait another two for the charge hearing. . . . Besides, I’d real- 
ized that we were getting pretty good media by my being in there.” The 
French press widely covered the story of Bové’s sentencing, jail stay, and 
unusually high bail. This news hit a cultural nerve that, within weeks, cata- 
pulted Bové to the status of national martyr and hero in the French and inter- 
national alter-globalization movement. According to Bové, “The French 
don’t like to see a farmer or a union man put in jail like that for such a small 
thing. They saw the high bail and charges as being more like the American 
system. They said, “That’s how Americans do it, and we’re not Americans’” 
(personal communication, October 27, 1999). 

Another nonhuman actor became central to the anti-emo network: a 
photograph of a smiling Bové with handcuffed fists raised above his head. 
This photograph was made possible by a local police officer who was lead- 
ing Bové from a police car to prison. The officer charged with this task was 
a local who knew Bové personally and was sympathetic to his cause. In the 
police car, Bové had asked the officer to remove the cuffs from where they 
were bound behind his back. He explained that if bound in the front, he 
could raise his cuffed hands for the media waiting outside the police car. 
Bové knew what a splendid picture this would make (José Bové, personal 
communication, October 29, 1999). This photograph hit the front page of 
many national and international newspapers and appeared in television re- 
ports. The photograph was an actant in the fullest sense of the word. It acted 
upon the French public, stimulating sympathy, moral indignation, and na- 
tional pride at the sight of a French union man and paysan, grinning with 
dignity in the face of national and international authorities. Had the photo- 
graph been a lackluster snapshot of Bové being shoved into a car with hands 
behind his back, it might have produced an entirely different set of cultural 


meanings. 


MCDO AND GMOS: TYING THE TWO TOGETHER 

With the help of Roquefort and the photograph, Bové was suddenly re- 
nowned for the McDo action rather than the Gmo issue. He then decisively 
determined to seize the opportunity to advance both causes. While Bové 
did not explicitly attempt to counter science hegemony associated with risk 


discourse, he explained to me that he wanted to illustrate the links between 
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cmos and globalization. As Bové explained, “In every interview after McDo, 
I would talk about cmos. .. . It was an opportunity to make that link clear 
in people’s minds, that Gmos and McDo were really two aspects of the same 
problem[,] . . . that multinationals, the wro, that capitalism, are control- 
ling everything from culture to food” (personal communication, October 29, 
1999). Drawing on both paysan and alter-globalization discourses, Bové 
continued to reframe GMos and McDo as examples of “globalization and a 
decline in quality of food and life both in France and throughout the world.” 

The success of the McDo action in bringing the Confédération Paysanne 
national attention led the union, on an organizational level, to more publicly 
endorse and promote the anti-cmo campaign first spearheaded by Bové and 
Riesel. Bové’s public endorsement by the Confédération Paysanne and by 
the key French anti-globalization group atrac also marked the beginning 
of the end of the Bové-Riesel duo. Upon his return from India a week after 
the McDo incident, Riesel was dismayed by what he perceived as “a seri- 
ous change in the strategy and discourse” that the two had been developing 
for the two previous years (Riesel, personal interview, November 2, 1999). 
Within weeks following the McDo action, Riesel publicly resigned from the 
Confédération Paysanne, explicitly distancing himself from Bové. Riesel ex- 
pressed his disappointment about the McDo affair in an open letter to Bové 
during Bové’s imprisonment. He later published a book that, as he said to 
me, sharply criticized Bové for “selling out the anti-cmo campaign to Con- 
fédération Paysanne moderates and to the reformist alter-globalizationists as 
well” (personal communication, November 8, 1999). 

As Riesel receded from the public Gmo controversy, Bové rose to be- 
come the central figure associated with both the French anti-emo and anti- 
globalization movements. To this day, few are aware that Riesel was at one 
time a main force in the union’s campaign. In the spotlight, Bové largely 
succeeded in reshaping the debate. Scientific risk still clearly remained a key 
frame for thinking about the technology. Yet, increasingly, the media, activ- 
ist groups, public researchers, and even government officials broadened their 
discourse. They included in their Gmo narratives questions ranging from 
biological patents and the fate of small farmers in France to the homogeni- 
zation of cultures globally by neoliberal-style capitalism. Many even tied the 
question of GMos to the wro. 

Bové had become a cultural folk hero domestically and internationally, 


symbolizing French resistance to perceived processes of commodification in 
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domains of food, language, music, and business. The media often drew at- 
tention to Bové’s hybrid identity as the son of French scientists and a paysan. 
Journalists, industry officials, and government agents often challenged his 
status as a real paysan. Despite these disputes regarding his real identity, 
Bové enjoyed tremendous acceptance by the French public. After 1999, 
Bové became a key figure in the French and international alter-globalization 
movement, speaking and organizing in countries from Mexico to Brazil, and 
he accepted a post as a regional director in La Via Campesina in 2000. Per- 
haps most interesting is that he soon became a hero to many in the U.S. alter- 
globalization movement. He was celebrated mightily in the United States just 


months after his release from prison. 


LA MALBOUFFE: SYMBOL OF TASTELESS GLOBALIZATION 

Bové’s rise to stardom was accompanied by an unusual anti-cmo dis- 
course that strengthened his position as key spokesperson for national and 
international anti-cMmo and alter-globalization networks. The centerpiece of 
Bové’s discourse was da malbouffe, literally meaning “bad food,” which he 
equated with cmos, McDo, and all products of globalized culture and indus- 
trialized agriculture. La malbouffe is a slang term that translates imperfectly 
into “bad chow” or “junk food.” For Bové, the term symbolizes everything 
distasteful about globalization, ranging from the cultural homogenization 
associated with McDonald’s fast food to the industrialized agriculture asso- 
ciated with hormone-treated beef or cmos. 

While popularized in France with Bové, the term /a malbouffe itself was 
coined in 1981 by Stella and Joel de Rosnay ina short and little-known book 
titled La malbouffe (1981). Bové, a self-taught scholar in the politics of food, 
had read the book years before 1999 and invoked the term during and after 
the McDo action for lack of a better word. To uncover the more subtle mean- 
ings of Bové’s /a malbouffe, we must first understand the meaning of /a bouffe 
itself, an affectionate colloquial term referring to food in general, from which 
the English word buffet is derived. La bouffe, bringing together notions of 
pleasure, tradition, and French cuisine, really has no translation in English. 

To be cultured in France is to be cultivated, or to have good taste. The 
meaning of taste is of course twofold, as both food and people may be under- 
stood as being cultivated or tasteful. While a food is well cultivated when it 
is produced according to regional agricultural traditions, a cultivated indi- 


vidual is capable of recognizing and taking pleasure in food considered cul- 
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tured and good tasting. Within this cultural-culinary universe, la malbouffe 
represents the antithesis of cultural pleasure and cultivation. It signals that 
which is not traditionally cultivated, that which lacks cultural expertise and 
history — and thus that which has no taste (literally and figuratively). By pro- 
nouncing McDo, cmos, and hormone-treated beef as incidents of la mal- 
bouffe, Bové created a story. He generated a salient symbolic synthesis of 
the cultural and agricultural features of globalization gone wrong. And by 
looking at this story through the lens of symmetry, we see that McDo, GMos, 
hormone-treated beef, and the photograph of Bové in handcuffs also worked 
to coproduce the celebrity of Bové. 

In referring to la malbouffe, Bové invokes and solidifies his agricultural 
authority and cultural expertise. As a producer of sheep’s milk for Roquefort 
cheese, Bové is linked to an actant that is a particularly potent cultural sym- 
bol. Roquefort integrates notions of biology, geography, and cultural exper- 
tise. As a product of le terroir, the cheese embraces all parts of the artisanal 
process, from the bacterial cultures used in Roquefort production to the his- 
torical cultures of local farmers. Reflecting upon the evocative power of le 
terroir and of Roquefort in particular, Bové asserted wryly, “Clinton made 
a big mistake when he chose to mess with Roquefort. He didn’t know what 
he was dealing with. It means something to French people” (personal com- 
munication, October 29, 1999). By proclaiming Gmos an instance of la mal- 
bouffe, Bové translated a debate about scientific risk into an overtly political 
debate about food quality, paysan survival, and neoliberal trade policy. In so 
doing, he shifted the site of discursive authority from the objective and sci- 
entific risk expert standing outside culture and history to the intensely en- 


gaged paysan expert standing for culture and history. 


Conclusion 


The historic anti-McDo action that took place in the southern French town 
of Millau did not just happen out of the blue. In this case, we see how ten- 
sions between public scientists, private corporations, and peasants from 
France and India snowballed into an impressive force that led a local judge 
in Millau to harshly punish paysans for their anti-cmo and anti-McDo ac- 
tivities. 

From his prison cell, Bové asserted the contradiction between instrumen- 


talized agricultural products such as hormone-treated beef and McDo ham- 
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burgers and artisanal and traditional products such as Roquefort cheese. In 
so doing, he laid bare the clash between an instrumental and solidaire ratio- 
nality of agriculture. 

For the heirs of the Larzac legacy, Roquefort symbolized a logic of soli- 
darity that brought farmers and nonfarmers together to fight against milita- 
rization, privatization, and political domination generally. Roquefort stood 
for quality food and the right of the world’s smallholders to work together to 
protect both food and a paysan way of life. 
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Traveling to Washington, D.C. 


In September 1999, the Confédération Paysanne was challenged to 
build on the momentum generated by the McDo affair. In the months 
following the McDo affair, government and media actors did their 
best to deter the union from garnering more popular attention and 
support. Despite these attempts, the union took charge of its own 
self-image, devising ways to keep the Confédération Paysanne on 
the minds of the public both inside France and internationally. Bové 
in particular continued to appear in various media outlets, and the 
union allowed a major French publishing house to create a book 
about the Confédération Paysanne’s and Bové’s roles in the McDo 
action. This book ultimately became a national bestseller, further 
solidifying Bové’s and the Confédération Paysanne’s positions in a 
national debate about food, globalization, and the place and mean- 
ing of paysans in French life. In November 1999, the union sent a 
delegation of paysans to Washington, D.C., and Seattle for the wro 
meetings, where they would serve as witnesses (témoins) to the offi- 


cial hearings. In Seattle, we see the union advance another set of key 
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objectives: to promote popular support for Bové and the union’s postindus- 
trial model of agriculture. 


Building Momentum and Heading to the United States 


CULTURAL DEPICTIONS OF BOVE: FROM ASTERIX TO TARZAN 

After August 1999, Bové had become a truly iconic French figure. He was 
often portrayed as a French David taking on the Goliath of international 
finance. He was also frequently portrayed as one of the characters in France’s 
famed cartoon Asterix and Obelix. Like Bové, Asterix le Gaulois sports a 
blondish Fu Manchu, heightening the symbolic similarities between the two 
common men who dared challenge a superpower. The character Asterix is 
often merrily plowing through various exploits with ancient Romans dur- 
ing the time when Rome occupied France. Similarly, the figure of Bové was 
depicted as taking on corporate America, neoliberalism, and everything 
that threatened French identity. Bové was thus presented as an intractable 
Gaulois. He was seen as a headstrong Frenchman, willing to protect French 
tradition against impending Europeanization. Bové’s popularity rose during 
a time when France was preparing to exchange the French franc for the euro. 
Such transitions were topics of heated debate. Many feared that French cul- 
ture would dissolve into an increasingly integrated Europe and a neoliberal 
global economy. The ubiquitous cartoon image of Asterix as Bové consti- 
tuted a key nonhuman actor in the French anti-emo movement. The cartoon 
figure stirred warm humor and sympathy among Bové’s supporters. It also 
spurred a cynical brand of mirth among opponents who sought to see him as 
nothing more than a harmless comic strip buffoon. 

In addition to comparing Bové to Asterix, politicians and the media often 
associated Bové with a passing media fad. During and after the McDo affair, 
French media experts and politicians predicted that Bové would not main- 
tain his popularity as a public figure. According to these actors, Bové’s élan 
would prove as fickle and ephemeral as the French media itself. Such predic- 
tions served as a warning to union organizers. Many paysans sat together in 
countless meetings, determined to strategize how to maintain the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne’s media momentum. Keeping Bové’s popularity afloat was 
their primary objective following the summer of 1999. 

The authors of La fabrication de l'information (Manufacturing informa- 


tion) critique the French media for “fabricating personalities” in a reckless 
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manner (Aubenas and Benassayag 1999, 44). In particular, the authors refer 
to the case of Tarzan, a French member of a truck drivers’ union who cap- 
tured national attention in 1992. After leading a heroic national strike headed 
up by truck drivers, Tarzan rose to instant celebrity. Within days, the truck 
driver’s face had appeared in every major paper and on the evening news 
and major television shows. However, after just a few short weeks, Tarzan’s 
popularity faded. He disappeared back into a media abyss as quickly as he 
had come on the scene. 

At the peak of Tarzan’s celebrity, there was a media frenzy that focused on 
a historic meeting between Tarzan and the French prime minister (Deluchey 
1992, 32). The covers of news magazines and papers flashed images of Tarzan 
preparing for the encounter. Most photographs featured Tarzan in an elite 
Parisian clothing store being fitted for a high-priced suit. Saturated in class 
discourse, these images were a discursive technology for disciplining the 
truck driver. Powerful institutions such as the state and media were hard at 
work marking his person with symbols associated with class precisely to em- 
phasize Tarzan’s inferior standing. The French populace considered a meet- 
ing between an uneducated truck driver and the prime minister both amus- 
ing and unsettling (Debons and Le Cog 1997, 56). Unlike the U.S. media, the 
French media rarely promote folksy images of down-to-earth politicians. In 
the United States, many television viewers were happy for George W. Bush 
to appear on the nightly news wearing a cowboy hat, making small talk with 
locals in a Texas bar. In contrast, French officials rarely publicly present 
themselves dressed in the attire of working people. If they meet with union 
representatives, for instance, government officials wear their usual tailored 
suits, while the union leaders dress up as best they can. 

Tarzan discourse was abundant during the post-McDo period in France. 
In mid-September, the French press often asked Prime Minister Jospin for his 
opinion on Bové. In response, Jospin made frequent classist and patronizing 
comparisons between Tarzan and Bové. In numerous interviews, he referred 
condescendingly to “the brief and sad story of Tarzan” (Aubenas and Benas- 
sayag 1999, 46). At the time, many in the Confédération Paysanne wondered 
if Jospin’s comments belied his concern about the potential power of fig- 
ures arising from outside the formal political party system. “Perhaps Bové 
really is seen as a threat,” said many in the union when I questioned them 
on Jospin’s references to Tarzan. Others in the union also wondered if Jospin 


hoped that Bové would simply fall from the limelight of the political media. 
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In my own fieldwork, I noted frequent Tarzan references in interviews with 
actors in French scientific, industrial, and governmental bodies. Such Tarzan 
discourses minimized and normalized the Bové affair, reducing it to a hoped- 
for passing spectacle. For such actors, Bové was nothing but another Tarzan; 
Bové’s affair would surely have little lasting cultural or political impact. 

Aware of what was called “the Tarzan effect,” the Confédération Paysanne 
began to strategize soon after the McDo incident how to build upon Bové’s 
celebrity to draw media and public attention to the union’s broader objec- 
tives. Everyone at the union knew that this endeavor would prove daunting. 
Bové and the Confédération Paysanne devised ways to deploy Bové’s icon 
status as a charismatic individual while making sure to emphasize his role 
within the union and within wider international struggles. By linking Bové 
the individual with the Confédération Paysanne as a rising powerful farmers’ 
union, Bové and the union hoped to secure the longevity and potency of 
union programs and vision. The Confédération Paysanne thus sought to 
present Bové as a member of the union rather than its leader. To that end, 
Bové and the union speaker, François Dufour, stood side by side at meet- 
ings and photo shoots. Despite their efforts, the media often ignored Dufour 
and pointed their cameras and microphones at Bové instead. To the gen- 
eral French (and international) public, Bové’s status within the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne was ambiguous. No longer a national secretary, Bové held no 
formal high-profile position in the union. Regardless, the press regularly re- 
ferred to Bové as the union’s founder, leader, or president, further confound- 
ing various audiences. The press also often portrayed Bové as a charismatic 
individual who acted singularly during the McDo action. If the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne did not play its cards carefully, the visions and objectives em- 
bedded in the union and in the McDo action risked being obscured. 

In August 1999, Decouverte, France’s premier publishing house, ap- 
proached Bové to cowrite a book about Bové intended for a public audience. 
In discussions at the union, Bové and others contemplated how to create a 
book that would further the union’s long-term presence and goals — while 
building on Bové’s popularity. Finally, Dufour and Bové requested that the 
book be based on interviews with both Bové and Dufour. This, they hoped, 
would help demonstrate Bové’s location within the greater union. While De- 
couverte’s editors did feature Bové a bit more heavily, the union achieved its 
goals. The book Le monde n’est pas une marchandise (The world is not for sale) 


(Bové and Dufour 2001) portrays Bové as but one member of a larger union 
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and agenda. When the union considered how to present Bové in the context 
of his U.S. voyage, it was clear to all in the Confédération Paysanne that the 
trip would be a forum in which Bové and Dufour would transcend the lone- 
actor image. Whenever possible, Bové and Dufour would appear together 
as members of a broader farmers’ union with broad-based vision and goals. 
Bové and Dufour could be seen in many photographs taken after McDo, 
standing side by side, fists raised together, presenting a united front. 


ONE DELEGATION, ONE TRANSLATOR, MANY PAPARAZZI, 
AND SEVERAL POLITICAL GOALS 

In November 1999, a few months after the McDo incident, the Confédé- 
ration Paysanne made plans to send a delegation of farmers to the United 
States for a double mission. First, the group would travel to Washington, 
D.C., to meet with the National Family Farm Coalition. Afterward, the dele- 
gation would attend the wro meetings in Seattle as legal observers (témoins). 
In Seattle, the Confédération Paysanne delegation would meet with inter- 
national peasant and indigenous organizations, building on the momen- 
tum to generate a robust alter-globalization movement. The Confédération 
Paysanne delegation destined for Seattle consisted of a group of nine union 
members including Dufour, Bové, others arrested at the McDo action, anda 
few local supporters from the Millau area. The Confédération Paysanne was 
also accompanied by Gilles Marchaud, who was assigned by Decouverte to 
cowrite the book of interviews with Bové and Dufour. Since Bové’s trial, 
Marchaud had been mainly focusing on Bové, camping out on Bové’s farm 
near Millau and shadowing him as he went about his daily activities. Mar- 
chaud was actively preparing for what promised to be a best-selling popular 
book that outlined the Confédération Paysanne’s objectives that came to the 
surface during the McDo affair. 

In addition to Marchaud, a group of about thirty other journalists from 
France and other parts of Europe had also camped out on Bové’s farm during 
the months after August. Many of these journalists would form an entourage 
around the delegation to the United States. During the voyage, the delega- 
tion came to affectionately call this group of journalists “our paparazzi.” The 
delegation integrated the journalists into various aspects of their daily lives 
during the trip, creating an easy-going, fun-loving feeling among the whole 
group. I wrangled my way into the delegation as well. One evening in Paris, 
just a month before the delegation left for the United States, I attended an 
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informal planning meeting at a café across from a train station from which 
Bové was to depart later that evening. As the group discussed the trip’s de- 
tails, I asked if anyone in the delegation spoke English. Bové explained that 
he had spent a few years as a young child in the United States, but had little 
left of his rudimentary English. “Need a translator?” I asked. Over the past 
several months, I had been honing my translating skills in various activist 
forums. Bové looked around the table at the others in a bemused fashion. “I 
won't cost a thing,” I added. After a round of approving nods from others, 
Bové relit his pipe and exhaled a thoughtful plume of sweet smoke: “We can 
only pay your expenses on the ground in the U.S. You’ll have to fly yourself 
there.” As I had planned return home around that time for Thanksgiving 
anyway, I was set to go. 

The union’s planning committee began to determine the objectives of the 
voyage. The central goal would be to evaluate the wro’s impacts on peasant 
and indigenous groups globally. Established in Marrakech, the wro was in its 
fifth year. In Seattle, the union would have ample opportunity to meet with 
other organizations to assess the effects of the trade body on actors on the 
ground. They would also meet to strategize how to address the issue of trade 
deregulation. To the Confédération Paysanne, the situation appeared dire 
for smallholders across the world, particularly in the Global South. In poor 
countries, governments are generally unable to provide subsidies to farmers. 
Without subsidies, local farmers cannot afford to buy or rent land. Thus, land 
is open to foreign investors who buy vast areas in southern countries. This 
land is used mostly for plantation agriculture whose products are for export. 
As a result, smallholders have little access to lands for local agricultural pro- 
duction, and communities go hungry. One paysan leader, Marcel Dupuis, 
said, “Most decent land in poor countries is taken over by foreign multi- 
nationals for their own use. There’s land in poor countries—paysans just 
don’t get subsidies to farm it” (personal communication, January 15, 2007). 

In addition, the Confédération Paysanne was greatly concerned with the 
problem of dumping. Crises in such countries as the Philippines had become 
emblematic of the predicaments of small farmers who were self-sufficient for 
centuries before their governments began using lands for export agriculture. 
The wTo required the Philippine government to lift tariffs (import taxes) on 
foreign rice. Such tariffs were designed to protect the country’s local rice 
economy. Once the tariffs were lifted, powerful countries began to dump 
their heavily subsidized rice on Philippine markets. Dumped rice is less ex- 
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pensive on the local market than locally produced varieties. Dumped foreign 
tice wiped out both the subsistence and local market economies. Needless 
to say, the Philippines is no longer self-sufficient in rice production (Glipo 
2003, 2). 

The Confédération Paysanne also focused on how to preserve the world’s 
seed and plant biological diversity. For decades large seed companies had 
bought out or replaced local and regional distributors across the globe. These 
local seeds were the result of seed-saving practices by farmers who had de- 
veloped plant varieties tailored specifically for local climates, soil condi- 
tions, water availability, and local food practices for thousands of years. As 
these cultivars are wiped out and replaced by large seed corporations, there 
is a devastating reduction in seed and plant biodiversity. Corporations pro- 
moting export-oriented agriculture put their eggs in one basket, relying on 
a limited array of seeds to keep their monoculture plantations going. Rely- 
ing on few, rather than a multitude of, seeds makes farming a risky business. 
With fewer seed varieties to choose from, a nation’s key crop can be wiped 
out by unanticipated pests, drought, or other agricultural dangers. Fewer 
seeds in the hands of the world’s farmers generates agricultural vulnerability 
and rigidity. If and when a corporate-owned seed fails, local farmers will 
have few seed options to choose from. Problems of biodiversity have dire 
implications for the economies, cultures, and autonomy of rural peoples 
around the world. 

The Confédération Paysanne’s delegation also planned to meet in Seattle 
with members of La Via Campesina, including Professor Swami, Mexi- 
can farmers, and peasant groups from other countries. A central question 
these groups would discuss was whether agriculture, as a mode of produc- 
tion, should be included or excluded from future free-trade negotiations. 
Should food be treated as a fungible market commodity like any other? The 
Karnataka State Farmers’ Union and other groups from the Global South 
took a radical stand. Not only did they demand to get agriculture out of the 
WTO, but they also sought to abolish the wro entirely. According to Pro- 
fessor Swami, “The World Trade Organization is inherently unethical and 
thus unable to be reformed” (personal communication, June 18, 1999). The 
Confédération Paysanne, along with other groups, proposed to reform the 
WTO. Such groups hoped to modify the wro’s current platform based on free 
trade to one based on fair trade. According to the fair-trade proposal, the 
wTo would promote fair prices for exported agricultural goods— prices that 
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would eliminate the problem of dumping. In a fair-trade situation, the wro 
would not be permitted to destroy the agricultural economy of nonsubsi- 
dized poor countries. Also, a fair-trade vision asks for tariffs on imported 
products as well as livable wages for smallholders and rural peoples every- 
where. The Confédération Paysanne called for the United Nations to estab- 
lish an international tribunal charged with monitoring the wro. It would 


evaluate trade practices and disputes on a case-by-case basis. 


U.S. PERCEPTION OF BOVE—AND OF FARMING ITSELF 

Upon arriving in Washington, D.C., the delegation became aware for the 
first time of Bové’s stature as an international icon. Whether he was walk- 
ing down the street in D.C. or dining in an Ethiopian restaurant, passersby 
cheerily called out to him, smiling and waving, asking if he was indeed “the 
farmer who blew up a McDonald’s.” Throughout the trip, union members 
did their best to ask that journalists pair Bové with Dufour whenever pos- 
sible during press conferences and photo shoots. Attempts to present Bové 
as but one member of the union proved unfeasible, though. The media was 
interested only in Bové. In the United States Bové had captured the atten- 
tion of many on both sides of the political divide. Conservative and main- 
stream media tended to frame the McDo event as anti-American. According 
to this view, Bové was a French food snob shaking his finger disapprovingly 
at McDonald’s, a symbol of American populism. Progressive Americans 
tended to take a different position. Most in the United States were unaware 
of Bové’s history as a member of a French farmers’ union and as a paysan. In- 
stead audiences viewed Bové through the cultural lens of the rugged Ameri- 
can individual. Bové was seen as a strong-minded individual taking a stand 
against the excesses of a neoliberal system. At the time when U.S. audiences 
learned of the McDo action, there was considerable anticorporate sensibility 
running through the United States, so Bové was regarded as a regular guy 
fighting the corporate system (like Ralph Nader or Michael Moore). 

The content and meaning of Bové’s McDo action were indeed poorly 
understood by U.S. audiences. Nonetheless, many Americans seemed de- 
lighted by the idea of any individual taking on a multinational corpora- 
tion. In U.S. newspapers, narratives about the action had become a series of 
strange urban legends. While one paper described Bové as single-handedly 
driving his tractor into a McDonald’s restaurant, another would report that 


he alone had blown it up. In contrast, Bové’s action had an entirely different 
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set of meanings for American small farmers. For such actors, Bové and the 
Confédération Paysanne were simply smallholders taking on agribusiness. 
Many American farmers shook their heads incredulously at all the attention 
Bové and the Confédération Paysanne were able to muster. They seemed to 
admire the French paysans a great deal, wondering why American citizens 


did not seem to respond to farmers in the same way. 


Culture Clash: Paysans Meet American Family 
Farmers and the D.C. Police 


MEETING THE NATIONAL FAMILY FARM COALITION IN D.C. 
Before traveling to Seattle for the wro meetings, the delegation decided to 
spend several days in D.C. with representatives of the National Family Farm 
Coalition. Meeting with the National Family Farm Coalition was part of the 
union’s ongoing commitment to understanding and supporting the struggles 
of diverse rural peoples in the Global North and South. Founded in 1986, just 
a year before the Confédération Paysanne, the National Family Farm Coali- 
tion represents farmers and rural groups from thirty-two states in the United 
States struggling with conditions of postindustrial economic recession in 
rural communities. Like the Confédération Paysanne, this organization 
fights for fair farm prices and is against the corporate control of agriculture. 
It is worth noting some important differences between the Confédéra- 
tion Paysanne and the National Family Farm Coalition. While both orga- 
nizations follow a collaborative response to postindustrial agriculture, they 
share different historical and discursive contexts. For instance, actors from 
the National Family Farm Coalition do not use terms such as peasants or 
small farmers. Rather, they chose a term more culturally evocative in the U.S. 
context: family farmers. In the 1980s the term family emerged as a keyword 
in the U.S. vernacular. According to Raymond Williams, keywords emerge 
at particular historical junctures, reflecting and producing specific sets of 
cultural meanings (1976). During the 1980s, the keyword family was paired 
with words such as values, Christian, and focus. And we came to see new 
phrases and organizations surface such as the Christian family, family values, 
and Focus on the Family. The Religious Right still deploys the term family, 
contrasting it to terms it regards as negative, such as abortion, homosexuality, 
premarital sex, teen sex, and divorce. 


The National Family Farm Coalition was established during the heart of 
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the Reagan and Bush presidencies. This was a time when the term family 
values formed a potent discourse associated with white Christian morality. 
The National Family Farm Coalition is by no means a right-leaning or spe- 
cifically Christian entity. Yet members knew implicitly that the term family 
farmers would convey a more culturally salient set of meanings than the term 
small farmers. By using the term family farmers, the organization hoped to 
garner public sympathy for small-scale farmers edged out of the U.S. agri- 
cultural economy. According to Bill Christison, family farmers, unlike large- 
scale industrial farmers, “might be seen as people who valued their families 
enough to maintain a farm that could keep farm families together” (personal 
communication, November 20, 1999). The term family farm assumes par- 
ticular meaning in a society that romanticizes the heteronormative Chris- 
tian family as the crucial foundation of a virtuous society. The Confédération 
Paysanne adopted the term paysans for cultural reasons as well. As we have 
seen, the French populace tends to romanticize and alternately patronize the 
idea of French peasants. In France, the term family holds a different set of 
meanings. The right wing in France tends to emphasize neoliberal economics 
and a xenophobic discourse on immigrants or guest workers. The French 
term paysan has cultural clout in France, invoking feelings of nostalgia. The 
term family has little resonance with the populace in general. 

As the Confédération Paysanne is a trade union, it is endowed with a 
certain degree of status, legitimacy, and visibility with French society. In 
contrast, the National Family Farm Coalition is a lobbying organization 
that acts as a networking body, bringing together twenty-four grassroots 
organizations in thirty-two states. It also works with international organiza- 
tions such as La Via Campesina, focusing on supporting small-scale agricul- 
ture globally. The National Family Farm Coalition’s main objectives are to 
advocate for U.S. small farmers to receive credit from loaning agencies, to 
secure fair-trade prices for small farmers, and to change the U.S. Farm Bill 
so that it supports farmers outside the agri-business system. The National 
Family Farm Coalition also invokes discourses on food sovereignty in its 
fight against international trade policies that it sees as devastating to food 
producers around the world. 

While the Confédération Paysanne was the product of French social 
movements associated with the Larzac, the union retained a mutualistic set of 
values and structures. In contrast, the National Family Farm Coalition came 


together as an advocacy-lobbying body based in D.C. Consequently, the 
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National Family Farm Coalition has a structure that is hierarchical and cen- 
tralized. The coalition has a president who has degrees of decision-making 
autonomy, in contrast to the Confédération Paysanne spokesperson, who is 
only articulating the views of the union. The National Family Farm Coali- 
tion’s past president, George Naylor, represents a single charismatic figure. 
He was featured often in news stories and films about farming in the United 
States, especially Michael Pollan’s book The Omnivore’s Dilemma (2006). 
Despite the differences between the two organizations, they share a 
strong political affinity. Both groups, for instance, prioritize the Gmo issue. 
That week in D.C., the National Family Farm Coalition presented its “Dec- 
laration on Genetic Engineering in Agriculture,” scheduled to be released 
just before the meetings of the wro. The declaration represented the first 
attempt by a group of U.S. farmers to publicly present a stance on agricul- 
tural biotechnology. Standing before the press, the coalition members pre- 
sented a statement of principles developed by thirty-four farm groups com- 
prising the Farmer-to-Farmer Campaign on Genetic Engineering. While we 
were in D.C., I had the opportunity to speak with many members of the Na- 
tional Family Farm Coalition. They expressed tremendous excitement over 
the French anti-cMo movement and about the Confédération Paysanne in 
general. Aware of the union’s new international profile, they were thrilled to 
have delegates at their press conference. In particular, a leader from the Na- 
tional Family Farm Coalition asked Bové to stand by coalition leaders when 
they presented their declaration at the press conference. They hoped Bové’s 
presence would allow them to draw more media attention to their anti-cmo 


campaign. 


“DOES THE UNITED STATES HAVE AN ANTI-GMO MOVEMENT?” 

Many people in the United States often ask whether the country has 
produced a strong anti-cMo movement. When responding, I generally ex- 
plain that my study is not comparative in nature and I lack the authority to 
speak on behalf of the U.S. movement. I am aware that many groups in the 
United States have generated anti-cMo activity. Yet this movement is lim- 
ited in time, scope, and popular support when compared to the French case. 
The U.S. anti-cMo movement arrived on the scene in the late 1980s, but by 
the early 2000s, the relatively small spate of activism and lobbying had died 
down. The movement was originally spurred by a small network of ecology 
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initiatives such as Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, and the Biotechnology 
Project at the Institute for Social Ecology. It was also born out of groups 
that rose specifically to stop Gmo technologies, such as the Pure Foods Cam- 
paign. It is not within the rubric of this book to explore in full the reasons 
why the United States did not generate a powerful anti-cMo movement. Yet 
my hunch is that it has much to do with a complex set of cultural, political, 
and economic features associated with U.S. agriculture. 

In addition to features of U.S. agricultural history, the distinctive rela- 
tionship among U.S. corporations, media, science officials, and government 
bodies is central to the question of a U.S. anti-cmo movement. The U.S. 
government’s support for a biotechnology industry led to a culture of de- 
regulation and nonlabeling of foods processed with cmos. Unlike in Europe 
(and most countries globally), the United States pronounced it illegal to label 
GMO foods. In addition, U.S. corporate and government bodies mustered 
the power to inform the content and direction of mainstream media, which 
sparsely reports on GMos. Also, the absence of a popular Leftist culture in 
the United States made it difficult for American activists to garner popular 
sympathy and support. In the French case, the Confédération Paysanne rep- 
resents the rise of a union of paysans with whom the country shared degrees 
of sympathy and identification. The paysan of the Confédération Paysanne 
attempts to become the symbol of the protection of French food and culture. 
Members seek to establish themselves as experts on a food culture that is very 
different from the food cultures that exist throughout the United States. 

The tragedy of the American small farmer followed nearly the same tra- 
jectory that France experienced during the same time period. Yet the history 
of the American small farmer contains nothing comparable to a new paysan 
movement or a union with the stature of the Confédération Paysanne. The 
absence of such popular farmers’ movements in the United States reflects a 
complex set of cultural and political questions. However, perhaps France’s 
historical relationship to notions of French peasantry, the power of French 
trade unions, and the place and meaning of food in French society opened, at 
least in part, a cultural space for an anti-cMo movement to emerge in France. 
When hearing of the French case, many Americans have asked, “What would 
be the equivalent of the Confédération Paysanne in the United States?” The 
answer is that there is no analogue to the Confédération Paysanne in U.S. 


agricultural history. The United States is a product of European colonialism, 
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the dispossession of American Indians, and a protracted and lasting cultural 
legacy of slavery. The history of U.S. land use is marked by colonial land 
grabs and speculation by a wealthy slave-owning and land-owning class. 

If the United States has no figure comparable to the feudal French peas- 
ant, then what is the symbol of the primordial, original farmer in America? 
Surely, the symbol of the “traditional” American farmer is not the American 
Indian who invented agriculture in the southwest nearly ten thousand years 
ago. Nor is it the African American slave whose sorrowful labor allowed 
the country to generate considerable wealth associated with both agricul- 
ture and industrial production. Rather than the Indian or the slave, the sym- 
bol of the foundational American farmer is a white man in overalls caring 
for livestock and growing crops. This small-scale diversified farmer is the 
character children learn about in preschool when singing “Old MacDonald 
Had a Farm.” In popular consciousness, the icon of the American farmer is 
a white, wholesome, humble, and rugged American individual grounded by 
traditional Christian values (Heller 1999, 42). Many of those who first occu- 
pied the American colonies took up an agrarian lifestyle, engaging in cattle 
ranching or setting up farms for food or cotton production. Many who could 
afford to chose to buy slaves who did much of the work on plantations, both 
big and small. 

When they could, the founding citizens of the United States preferred 
enterprises such as industrial corporations and banking to agriculture. Until 
relatively recently (the 1970s and onward), U.S. agriculture was not a site for 
major capital accumulation. While many U.S. elites owned large plantations, 
they tended to invest their money in ventures that allowed them to develop 
the American ruling class. Over the next several hundred years, slavery was 
abolished and wealthy landowners in the agricultural sector hired tenant or 
migrant workers to farm their land. Many smallholders in both the U.S. north 
and south continued as before, cultivating their own lands, often looking to 
family labor to keep the farms going. Meanwhile, the U.S. productive sector 
became more industrial. Many U.S. immigrants coming through Ellis Island 
often remained in the northeast to work in mills or factories. Among the im- 
migrants who were racialized as white, many went on to accumulate wealth 
by starting retail companies or forming corporations. Some in the United 
States can trace their lineage back to the early colonial settlers who lived 
agrarian lives. However, many U.S. citizens are the descendants of immi- 


grants who began their American lives as industrial or mercantile laborers, 
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never engaging with the agricultural sector at all. Unlike most Americans, 
many French citizens can trace their agrarian roots back two or three gen- 
erations. In contrast, the United States is home to many who have no cultural 
memory of an agrarian America. For those in the United States who live out- 
side the agricultural belt of the Midwest (or other agricultural centers), agri- 
culture is an abstract and remote concept. 

U.S. industrial agriculture gained steam in the 1970s, as it did in France. 
Again similarly to the French situation, the U.S. farm bill targeted large-scale 
industrial producers as the recipients of farm subsidies. As a result, the size 
of American farms grew larger, while the number of farms dropped dramati- 
cally. By the 1980s, smallholders were largely edged out of the agrarian econ- 
omy. When the farm crisis peaked in the 1980s, many Americans gazed sym- 
pathetically at their TV screens depicting images of the tragedy. Certainly, 
they felt compassion while viewing otherwise stolid midwestern farmers 
covering their tear-stained faces as they sold off the last of their farm equip- 
ment. When learning of the story about the plight of the family farmer, all 
Americans could do was weep. Despite the authenticity of Americans’ em- 
pathy for the small farmer, there was little historical or cultural continuity 
between those learning of the crisis and those living it. 

As for the status of trade unions in the United States and France, the dif- 
ferences between the two countries are noteworthy. Since the agreement be- 
tween labor and capital following the U.S. economic depression of the 1930s 
(Harvey 1991), there has been little trade unionist tradition embedded in 
American culture. The U.S. Left lacks the backing of a powerful union sys- 
tem, a Left-leaning political party, or even a set of progressive grassroots 
movements robust enough to inform U.S. food or farm policy. It is in this 
context that U.S. smallholders found themselves poorly equipped to fight 
agribusiness on such a grand scale. When the Confédération Paysanne dele- 
gation arrived in the United States, members were acutely aware of their 
American conservative critics. Yet they were also cognizant of a significant 
support base among American small farmers who looked to them for inspi- 


ration and support. 


ROQUEFORT: LOST IN TRANSLATION 
Despite the best intentions of all involved, cultural clashes abounded be- 
tween the French farmers and the American farmers. One vignette illustrates 


the different food cultures associated with the Confédération Paysanne and 
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the National Family Farm Coalition. This incident took place at a dinner 
reception hosted by the National Family Farm Coalition on behalf of the 
Confédération Paysanne in the basement of a small restaurant. The dinner 
was after a daylong press conference held with farmers from both groups. 
Serving as translator for the evening, I assisted the two groups in formally 
thanking each other for a productive day and expressing gratitude for their 
mutual support and shared goals. I took a seat next to a National Family 
Farm Coalition leader. He asked me to assist him in beginning the meal by 
passing around “the appetizer.” It was then that I noticed that a coalition 
member had opened a wheel of Roquefort cheese the diameter of a pizza 
and nearly a foot deep. The Confédération Paysanne had bestowed this very 
expensive gift upon the National Family Farm Coalition as an expression of 
gratitude and generosity. For the coalition, serving the cheese to the paysans 
was an expression of gratitude and politeness. They opened the wheel of 
cheese the way a host might open a bottle of wine to share with dinner guests 
who had gifted the bottle. 

Coalition farmers preceded to hand me small paper plates to pass around 
to each person seated at the table. Plates were loaded up with thick slices 
of Roquefort cheese, each the size of two hefty portions of cheesecake. My 
stomach clenched as I studied the plates sagging beneath the heavy cheese. 
I considered the painful fact that each portion cost about one hundred dol- 
lars. Alongside the weighty chunks of cheese, the servers had placed a few 
Ritz crackers. Coalition farmers politely received and examined the plates’ 
contents, smearing but a sliver of the cheese onto a cracker. Lifting the 
cracker to their mouths, many coalition farmers wrinkled their noses, shoot- 
ing quizzical gazes at other farmers around them. “Blue cheese!” exclaimed 
several farmers, finally identifying the strong-smelling stuff. Smiling good- 
naturedly, several added, “Don’t care much for blue cheese.” There were be- 
wildered looks on the faces of the paysans. They looked down into what they 
saw as a mountain of Roquefort sitting on a paper plate. Having noted that 
coalition farmers had made a few remarks about the cheese, they looked to 
me for translation. “They think it’s just any blue cheese,” I said. “Some don’t 
really like blue cheese.” The paysans silently beseeched me with stunned 
disbelief. Then the unthinkable transpired. When coalition staff determined 
the appetizer portion of the meal complete, several rose to their feet, grab- 


bing black trash bags. They politely circled the table, holding the bag out to 
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each individual seated at the table. Farmers dumped plates full of Avéyron 
gold into the bag. Looks of confusion that had sprouted on the faces of the 
Confédération Paysanne delegation now morphed into looks of undiluted 
horror. 

For the Confédération Paysanne delegation, there were too many things 
wrong with this picture. I will attempt to describe at least a few elements 
that the paysans found particularly disturbing. After the meal, late into the 
evening, acting as de facto ambassador, all I could do was try to elucidate. 
We were all sprawled across the snug white couches in the small lounge of 
our hotel. Confédération Paysanne members sat around drinking wine, try- 
ing to figure out how such an awful thing could have happened. “In the U.S., 
people eat cheese the way one might eat a slab of meat,” I explained. They 
put slices of it onto sandwiches or they grate it over hot meals to add flavor. 


29 66: 


They eat it in larger portions than in France.” “We do that too, with some 
cheeses,” responded Marie-Claude, a young woman in the delegation. She 
continued, “But to put servings for ten or more people onto one plate! Who 
can eat that much cheese? Didn’t they know it was Roquefort?” “In the U.S., 
I think only the wealthy would know the cost of Roquefort. The coalition 
farmers aren’t wealthy,” I said. “Most of them are from the Midwest. They 
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eat a lot of cheddar, which isn’t a delicacy there.” “You don’t have to be rich 
to know Roquefort,’ Marie-Claude added. “They might know Roquefort,” I 
replied. “But mostly, Roquefort is known asa flavor put in salad dressing you 
buy in the supermarket. Some use it in dipping sauce for barbequed chicken 
wings.” While providing these details, I knew I had lost them completely. 
The paysans simply ignored my statements, returning to their collective dis- 
appointment. “How could they cut an entire wheel like that?” asked Michel, 
a young paysan from Millau. “Each plate could have served fifteen people,” 
he continued. “Did you see the looks on their faces when they smelled the 
Roquefort?” asked Pascale, a young woman who was a local journalist from 
Millau. “They looked like children, smelling it for the first time! How could 
they throw it away like garbage?” As she spoke, she swung her hand from 
side to side, flicking her wrist —a common French gesture that signals frus- 
tration, annoyance, or disgust. “Ridiculous,” Pascale said, nodding her head 
in the negative. The paysans in the lounge discussed how they thought 
the Roquefort scenario was supposed to go. After offering the Papillon to 
the coalition, they assumed it would be carefully divided among coalition 
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farmers to be taken home and shared with friends and family. “We expected 
they would take it home to please their families for their holiday,’ Michel 
offered. 

For the paysans, there was yet another riddle to the cheese story. In France, 
cheese is generally eaten as a dessert, following the meal. When serving a 
cheese course, the delicacy is paired with artisanal bread and a glass of good 
wine. “Why would they serve Roquefort before the meal, with crackers?” 
asked Pascale. In France, crackers are a treat served only before a meal, as 
appetizers. They are offered to guests in small quantities with salted peanuts 
or other savory delicacies such as smoked salmon served on tiny, thin slices 
of buttered toast. Salty appetizers are generally paired with predinner liqueur 
such as Port or Créme de Cassis. For the paysans, the idea of placing sweet 
and salty Ritz crackers on the same plate as Roquefort was like eating pickles 
with ice cream. “Those crackers were sugary sweet,” frowned Frédo, another 
young paysan from Millau. “If you eat Roquefort with something sugary 
sweet, how can you taste its flavor?” In France, mixing sweet and salty foods 
is considered to be an “Anglo-Saxon” food practice associated primarily with 
British cuisine; many find this combination unappealing. 

The paysans were also affronted by the size of the cheese portions served 
that evening. In France, excellent cheese is generally served in small quan- 
tities the way one might present a delicate pastry or a fine chocolate truffle. 
A cut the size of a pie slice might be gifted to a host at a holiday party. The 
host would subsequently serve the cheese after the meal to many guests. 
Roquefort, or any good cheese, would be cut into tiny slices, perhaps a half- 
inch thick. If a host presented Papillon Roquefort to guests, they would be 
expected to consume it slowly and appreciatively. The host would anticipate 
guests’ comments as they discussed the cheese’s particular flavor and tex- 
ture. In France, while delicacies such as Roquefort may not be accessible to 
all classes, the general public tends to recognize, desire, and consume such 
luxuries —at least a few times a year, on holidays or other special occasions. 

Even the French government is concerned with Roquefort. State officials 
are highly committed to cultivating “taste” in the palates even among the 
youngest of citizens. In an attempt to preserve the nation’s culinary heritage 
(culinaire patrimoine), the government sponsors various programs aimed at 
familiarizing children of all classes with high-quality French foods. In ele- 
mentary schools throughout the country, children learn about the origin and 
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history of such foodstuffs as Roquefort and paté de foie gras. Teachers ad- 
minister small servings of these foods to children as part of a French history 
curriculum. 

The collective horror among the paysans that night was thus not an ex- 
pression of classism. As members of the working class themselves, the dele- 
gation members’ dismay stemmed not from a classist gaze but from a cul- 
turalist one. In their minds, everyone knows the universal meaning and 
symbolism of French cuisine. To fully appreciate the meaning of this cheesy 
affair, some backstory is required. The wheel gifted to the coalition was part 
of a stock of two hundred kilos painstakingly smuggled by the delegation 
into the United States, circumventing Clinton’s extra tariff that had raised the 
price of Roquefort almost threefold. The Confédération Paysanne smuggled 
the cheese as an act of symbolic defiance, displaying the triumph of paysan 
wit (and their sense of good taste) over international bureaucracy. Roquefort, 
as a key nonhuman actor in this story, was taking its rightful place at center 
stage. 

While about half of the cheese was illegally flown by cargo planes to 
D.C., the other half was divided into massive portions and carefully carried 
by hand in duffel bags by delegates as they climbed on and off the plane. 
Since their arrival, the paysans had worked hard to ensure the Roquefort 
would find safe harbor in the United States. They stuffed as much cheese as 
they could into the mini fridges in their hotel rooms and asked hotel staff 
to place yet more in the hotel’s basement refrigerator. The rest they loaded 
into coolers they bought at a local Kmart and kept in their hotel rooms, each 
day faithfully restocking the coolers with bags of ice. While all Roquefort 
is a delicacy in France, this particular Roquefort was a product of Papillon, 
the company known in France to produce among the most expensive and 
highest-quality Roquefort. Papillon is wrapped in satiny black foil with its 
gold insignia at the center of the wheel. 

The Confédération Paysanne smuggled the cheese as a symbol of the dig- 
nity and pride of French paysan sheep farmers. In so doing, they took for 
granted the idea that international rural and indigenous peoples they would 
meet in the United States would find Roquefort intelligible. When the coali- 
tion farmers were unable to culturally index the cheese, the paysans took it 
as a personal affront. Despite my attempts that night in the hotel to explicate 
the different meaning of cheese in the United States and France, the paysans 
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seemed unable to shed their shared consternation. Throughout the rest of 
their stay in the United States, they continued to be mortified by Americans’ 
inability to appreciate Roquefort. 

Bové was also lost in cultural translation when it came to comprehend- 
ing the illegibility of Roquefort for U.S. audiences. During nearly every U.S. 
press interview, Bové expressed empathy for Americans who would be un- 
able to enjoy Roquefort during their holiday season. He began many talks at 
rallies and press interviews by invoking the cheese: “We have brought with 
us to the U.S. Roquefort cheese. It is not fair that because of Clinton, you 
will not be able to eat such good food during your holiday season.” As I had 
tried to explain to Bové, slices of quality Roquefort were appreciated and af- 
fordable only to wealthy consumers. Yet Bové remained earnest in expressing 
empathy for all U.S. Americans who would be deprived of this special treat 
during their holiday season. 

A few days before Thanksgiving, the group joined with the organization 
Friends of the Earth to execute a “smo dump.” In this small-scale direct 
action, paysans tossed foodstuffs processed with cmos into a large plastic 
tub before a Safeway supermarket in D.C. The paysans smiled at Tv cameras 
(and at their personal entourage of journalists), dropping boxes of breakfast 
cereal and bags of corn chips into a dark-green bin stamped with a hazardous 
waste symbol. During the action, I was readying to take leave of the group 
for a few days to spend Thanksgiving with my parents and other family in 
Connecticut. I worked my way through the small crowd of paysans, U.S. 
activists, and intrigued passersby. I was determined to be polite by kiss- 
ing each member of the delegation. Alternating from side to side, I kissed 
each person’s cheek four times—as is commonly done in southern France. 
As I was about to take my final leave, Pascale (a woman in the delegation) 
rushed over to me excitedly, “José [Bové] said you must absolutely take some 
Roquefort home to your family for your holiday. Share it with your extended 
family, everyone!” Out of her own duffel, Pascale lifted a hefty triangle of 
Roquefort (worth about two hundred dollars) dressed in its Papillon cover- 
ing. With great care, Pascale had wrapped the exposed areas of the wheel in 
layers of tin foil. The thought of hauling this weighty cheese through D.C., 
and on and off a train, was daunting. I knew that no one in my family would 
have the slightest idea of what to make of the cheese and that much of it 
would be unappreciated and go bad. Even though I hated to waste Avéyron 
gold, I knew I had no choice. By the look on Pascale’s face, I knew that this 
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was not a gift I could refuse. After thanking Pascale and the other paysans 
profusely, I returned to my family in Connecticut. For the next two days, I 
preceded to deliver endless portions of Roquefort all over town to my par- 
ents’ friends. “This is good stuff—the Champagne of French cheese,” I ex- 
plained, handing wrapped slices of the cheese. “Smuggled in from France, 
by José Bové himself,’ I said. With nearly each delivery, my parents’ friends 
thanked me politely for the blue cheese. Then, nearly each one added some- 
thing that went like the following: “Hey, aren’t you studying that French guy 
who ran his tractor into a McDonald’s? If he hates McDonald’s so much, then 
why do the French have so many in their country? They can’t get enough of 
our fast food!” 


YOU CAN’T GET ARRESTED; WE’RE OFF TO SEATTLE! 

Another vignette crystallizes for me the different political cultures of 
France and the United States. After a press conference with the National 
Family Farm Coalition, the delegation decided to check out a few key sites 
in the city. Delegation members, in addition to “our paparazzi,” decided to 
cross the street and head toward the Capitol a few blocks away. Nearing the 
Capitol building, the group determined it a perfect site for a group photo- 
graph. They arranged themselves before the white domed building, cupping 
their hands over their mouths, remarking on what a cold day it was. Mean- 
while, Dominique, an art activist from Millau, unfurled a beautiful hand- 
painted cloth banner (4androle) that featured the union’s name and logo 
flanked by a colorful cloudburst and rainbow. Dominique had created the 
banner specifically for the U.S. trip; with great care, she spread it across the 
group, asking those in front to gently fold the banner’s top edge. Standing in 
formation, the group smiled widely before its own small crowd of journal- 
ists who snapped photographs and shot video of the scene. A few delegates 
giggled about feeling that they were children, standing for a class photo- 
graph. “Say cheese!” shouted one of the paysans in English, making every- 
one in the group laugh. 

Suddenly, as if out of nowhere, about ten police officers arrived, a few on 
horseback. Striding close to the assembled group, several officers inquired 
into the group’s intentions and informed members that they cannot take 
photographs of government buildings (an inconsistently applied and con- 
troversial policy). As I translated the officers’ words, members of the group 
became outraged and agitated. Bové zoomed up to one of the officers, mov- 
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ing directly into his personal space. With one hand Bové held his smoking 
pipe. With the other he pointed his finger about an inch from the officer’s 
nose. The delegations’ journalists snapped photographs, circling the scene, 
making sure to capture Bové as he confronted U.S. police. In halting English, 
Bové said, “We are union people from France. We are able to take a photo- 
graph.” This was the first time I had heard Bové speak English publicly. It 
was as if his anger at the situation eclipsed his discomfort with displaying 
his limited English. The group grew more agitated. French statements of in- 
furiation rang out from all sides. The officer facing Bové looked into his eyes, 
stating angrily, “You’re about to get yourself arrested, sir. If you continue to 
point your finger in my face, I will arrest you.” Bové looked at me with con- 
fusion, unable to understand the officer’s comment. I explained to Bové that 
in the United States, you can get arrested for even unintentionally touching 
a police officer. 

Unfazed by the officer’s warning, Bové continued his oration, shaking his 
finger in the officer’s face. Huddled around Bové, the rest of the group grew 
more agitated. Within minutes, more police arrived on the scene. I explained 
to the police officers that these were peaceful members of a union of French 
farmers. “They aren’t familiar with U.S. policy about pointing fingers and 
picture taking,” I said. “Well, you tell your friend he’s about to get arrested,” 
the officer retorted in disgust. “In France, we make photo of anything,” Bové 
said in English. “Well, you can’t do it here,” replied another police officer, 
who proceeded to confiscate the group’s banner. “You can’t take my banner!” 
cried Pascale in French. The group tightened their grip on the banner. An- 
other officer joined the first in attempting to pry the banner from the group 
members’ hands. Pascale began to sob, giving the officer a slight push. She 
single-handedly tugged the banner from both officers’ hands, clutching the 
long draping thing against her body. An officer began to make orders for the 
arrest of Bové and Pascale. “This is José Bové,” I said to the officers. “He’s 
an international figure, known all over the world. If you arrest him for such 
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a small infraction, you'll make the city police look ridiculous.” “I’m not con- 
cerned what the city thinks of us, miss,” the young officer said to me hotly. 
“Tell your friends that if they want to leave here without spending a few 
nights in jail, they’d better leave now.” I explained to the group that we'd 
better take off. “Not without my banner,” pleaded Pascale, who was now 
down on her knees, bawling, fully distraught. During the confrontation with 


Bové, two of the officers had forced the banner out of her hands and were 
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holding it carelessly, bending the painted canvas against their uniforms and 
letting the ends of it drag on the rain-soaked ground. 

Bové once again approached the police, this time reprimanding them (in 
French) for mistreating members of a trade union. The officers looked to me 
for translation. Before I could get a word out, a member of the delegation 
yelled, “José, we have to be in Seattle in two days. What if you get stuck in 
a D.C. jail?” Bové paused for a second and considered the scenario. “Maybe 
that’s not such a bad idea. Imagine the publicity,” Bové laughed, taking a 
drag on his pipe. Finally, Bové turned to me. “No, we need to be in Seattle. 
Tell the cops we'll leave if they return the banner.” Miraculously the entire 
delegation set off together — with the banner intact. The group whooped and 
cheered at the shared victory of reclaiming the precious painted thing, ex- 
pressing horror at the “brutality of American cops” and the police’s lack of 
respect for union peoples. As the delegation gloated and laughed over the 
matter, the journalists rushed to the group’s bus, tapping on laptop com- 
puters, busily sending off images of the confrontation. The images would 
arrive in time to be printed in the next morning’s newspapers in France and 
internationally. The images would depict the juicy confrontation between 
Bové and U.S. authorities. Later, in the van, Bové and others reflected on the 
events that had just taken place. “It would have been imbecilic to get arrested 
in D.C. and never make it to Seattle,” Bové admitted, shaking his head as he 
relit his pipe. Several members of the delegation turned to me over the course 
of that evening, including the journalists, asking, “Is this what U.S. police 
are really like? We thought that was just on TV.” To each inquiry, I answered 
gingerly, not wanting to appear too aloof. “That was nothing,” I said. “Wait 
till Seattle.” 


Conclusion 


The McDo affair catalyzed a set of events that would further solidify the 
union’s place in a national and international debate about cmos and the effect 
of the wro on global agricultural markets. The union diverted the French 
government’s attempts to discipline Bové by comparing him to a previous 
passing media hero. In so doing, it successfully mustered media of its own. 
These efforts included a best-selling book that featured the union’s objec- 
tives. When, in November 1999, the union sent a delegation of paysans to 
the United States, union members navigated their way through a series of 
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internal differences with a U.S. group of smallholders. While in the United 
States, the union devised strategies to present Bové— whenever possible — 
with Dufour to promote an image of a union in action, not just an individual. 
On the ground in the United States, the delegation confronted a series of cul- 
tural contradictions. In addition to encountering divergent interpretations 
of Bové, the delegation met differing cultural understandings of agriculture. 
The members even confronted contrasting cultural understandings of the 


meaning of Roquefort cheese and police discipline. 
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The Battle of Seattle 


The Confédération Paysanne’s voyage to the United States repre- 
sented a major media success. Before, during, and after the delega- 
tion’s trip, the French press was saturated with visual images and 
printed texts. Providing a steady flood of information, journalists 
portrayed the union as playing a central role in the U.S. and inter- 
national alter-glo